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Tar courts at Lincoln’s-inn formerly occupied by Vice-Chan- 
edllors Hart and Bacon are now in process of demolition. 





far new Rvutxs or Covrr were signed on Monday. They 
utitute a thick folio of 395 pages, and not only introduce 
t alterations, but also consolidate all the orders, rules, and 
in force as to civil procedure and practice in the Supreme 
(wrt. Thirty-one sets of rules—including all the Judicature 
pales; the regule generales of Hilary Term, 1853 ; and the regule 
werales as to pleading made in pursuance of the Common Law 
eedure Act, 1852; the rules under the Debtors Act, 1869; 
te Chancery Consolidated Orders and subsequent Chancery Orders 
mi Regulations ; and the Rules for the Court of Admiralty, 1859 
m1871—are annulled, and are embodied, with alterations and 
allitions, in the present rules. 





In 1s unpersroop that many of the new forms of pleading and 
ithe pleading rules in the new Rules of Court were drafted by 
ir, G. B. Atien, the special pleader ; and that the procedure rules 
bsatuted fo provisions of the Common Law Procedure and 
Chancery Procedure Acts were drafted by Mr. M. D. Caatmers 
ai Mr. H. 8. Tuxonarp, the latter gentleman, we believe, also 
ing part in the incorporation and adaptation of the provisions 
athe Chancery Consolidated Orders. In other respects it is stated 
i the heavy labour of drafting the new rules has fallen on Mr. 








myern Murr Mackenzie, the Principal Secretary to the Lord 
mncellor, and on Mr. M. J. Murr Mackenzie, of the Common 





We announced many months ago that the present system of 
itking writs in the Chancery Division with the name of the judge 
Hwhom the action is to be assigned, was to be abolished, and there- 
ma lively controversy arose in our columns. It will be found 
iat by ord. 5, r. 9, of the new rules it is provided that, subject to the 
rer of transfer, every action commenced by writ in the Chan- 
ay Division shall be marked with the name of one of the judges 
itiat division to whom for the time being chambers are attached, 

i judge to be ascertained in the manner now used in the dis- 
ion of business among the conveyancing counsel of the court. 









Tur Bawxrvrrey Brit, as amended by the Standing Committee 
Trade, has now been issued. It contains 169 clauses and 5 
thedules, as against 158 clauses and 4 schedules which were in 
the Bill as originally introduced. On Tuesday the Bill, as amended, 
fame before the House of Commons, when Mr. CHampertarn 
te that it be recommitted pro formd on the six clauses relating 
W the abolition of offices and the compensation of officers; and 
slated that he did not intend to take the report stage of the Bill 

Monday week. The motion to recommit was then agreed to, 

~ and the Bill'passed through Committee. On the same day a depu- 

tation waited upon Mr. Cuampertar to urge the application of 

the Bill to Ireland, and Mr. Cuampertary, in reply, stated that 

t the expressions of opinion which he had received on all sides, 

the clauses extending the Bill to Ireland would be re-introduced 
their original shape. 





Tue atrention of the public has been thoroughly roused by the 
complaints made in the daily press of the block now undoubtedly 
existing in the Chancery Division. The subject has been 
frequently referred to in these columns during the last few years, 
and it has more than once been pointed out that the taking of oral 
evidence in the Chancery Division must necessarily cause a 
large increase in the work of the judges, and so delay the 
progress of business. We have reason to believe that efforts 
are now being made by the authorities to discover a remedy 
for the existing condition of things. We believe that no effectual 
remedy will be found short of an increase in the number of the 
judges of the Chancery Division. Everything which can properly 
be done by chief clerks is already sent to chambers. Moreover, to 
send away cases to chief clerks, or to any tribunal inferior to a 
judge, would have a tendency to multiply appeals, which are 
already numerous enough. The expedient has been resorted to of 
transferring a certain class of cases to the Queen’s Bench Division, 
and by the time the eighty cases recently transferred have been 
tried, there may be fifty more which will be ready to undergo a 
transfer. This expedient, however, is a mere nibble at the block 
of causes, which retains the greater part of its huge proportions. 
It becomes daily more and more evident that there are not 
sufficient judges in the Chancery Division. If the authorities are 
not prepared to face the expense of adding to their number, 
there is little more to be said than that the block must continue, 
and suitors must put up with the grievous delays which now occur. 





We proposk hereafter to discuss-at length the changes proposed 
by the new rules, but it may be desirable here briefly to enumerate 
some of the leading features not elsewhere noticed. Among the 
more important of these are the provisions in order 55, enablin 
executors, administrators, and trustees, and af a eee 
be interested as creditor, devisee, legatee, next of kin, heir-at- 
law, &c., of a deceased person, or a8 cestut que trust, or as claiming by 
assignment under any such creditor or other person, to take out an 
originating summons for the determination, -without administration 
of the estate or trust, of questions arising in the administration 
of the estate or trust. We shall hereafter consider the effect of | 
this provision; at present we only notice it as likely to materially 
affect the practice of the Chancery Division. Under ord. 54 every 
cause in the Queen’s Bench Division is to be assigned to a particular 
master and to be marked with his name, and every subsequent 
application must be made to him. The suggestion of the Procedure 
Committee as to the ‘‘omnibus summons” has been adopted in a 
modified form. It is provided by ord. 30 that ‘‘in every cause or 
matter one general summons for directions may be taken out at any 
time by any party with respect to the following matters and pro- 
ceedings: particulars of claim, defence or reply, statement of 
special case, discovery (including interrogatories), commissions for 
examination of witnesses, mode of trial (including proceedings in 
lieu of demurrer, trial on motion for judgment and reference), place 
of trial, or any other matter or proceeding in the cause or matter 
previous to trial.” And the applicant is, ‘‘so far as practicable,” 
to ‘include in the summons all or as many of the above- 
mentioned matters and proceedings as, having regard to the 
nature of the cause or matter, can conveniently be dealt 
with by the order and directions of the Court or Judge.” Upon 
the hearing of the summons, directions may be given not only upon 
the application of the summoner, but also on the application of the 
party summoned, or without application by either party. Costs 
of applications which ought to have been included in the general 
summons are to fall on the party;making the application. Any 
party is enabled by notice in writing to call on any other 
party to admit for the purposes of the action any facts specified 
in the notice, and in case of neglect or refusal to admit them, the 
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costs of proving them (however the action may be decided) will 
have to be borne by the party refusing to admit them, unless the 
judge otherwise directs. As to interrogatories it is provided that 
in actions for fraud or breach of trust they may be delivered as of 
right, but in other cases the leave of the court or a judge must be 
obtained, and £5 must be deposited in court, and ten shillings in 
addition for every folio exceeding five contained in the interroga- 
tories. The rules as to bringing in third parties are materially 
modified. Demurrers are abolished, but other proceedings are sub- 
stituted in lieu thereof. As to the mode of trial, in actions of 
slander, libel, false imprisonment, malicious prosecution, seduction, 


of breach of promise, either party may a8 of right require a trial 
ts a but in other cases =a in the rat Division, and 
xcept in certain limited cases ough any pa entitled 

a yy jury as of right, he ave to 0 an order for 


at purpose. 

















Ir 1s Nor T00 MucH to say that, if the decision of Mr. Justice 
Srernen in Lbbets v. Booth is to be taken as indicating the view 
which the judges take of the construction of section 14 of the 
Conveyancing Act, 1881, the provisions of that section will become 
comparatively useless for the protection of one of the most import- 
ant of the classes for whose protection it was devised—viz., the London 
leaseholders. The great mass of them are underlessees, holding under 

vleases which repeat the provisions of the original lease; and the 
principle of Mr. Justice Sreruen’s decision seems to be that, 
where an underlessee commits a breach of any covenant in the under- 
lease and also in the original lease, for which therefore the free- 
holder could re-enter on the original lessee, no relief will be given on 
proceedings for a forfeiture by the original lessee against the under- 
lessee. He is reported to have said that ‘‘he could not see what 
terms he could impose upon the defendant which would secure the 
plaintiff against proceedings at the suit of his landlord. . . . 
If the defendant were relieved as against the plaintiff, the latter 
might be sued by the superior landlord, and if the superior 
landlord set aside the plaintiff’s lease, the defendant’s lease 
which depended upon it would go also”; and to have 
based his decision refusing relief on this ground. Now, 
the section enables the court to ‘grant or refuse relief, as the 
court, having regard to the proceedings and conduct of the parties 
under the foregoing provisions of this section [t.e., as to the pre- 
liminary notice to remedy the breach], and to all the other circum- 
stances, thinks fit.” We venture to think that a more reasonable 
construction of these latter words would be, “all the other circum- 
stances as between the parties before the court.”” The superior land- 
lord is not before the court ; how is the judge to know that the supe- 
rior landlord has not sanctioned the breach of covenant complained of 
by the mesne landlord, or waived the forfeiture as between him and 
the mesne landlord? But assuming that the judge was bound to 
consider the possibility of proceedings for a forfeiture by the superior 
landlord against the mesne landlord, was he not also bound to consider 
whether it was at all likely that in case of such proceedings the mesne 
landlord would forfeit his lease in consequence of the underlessee’s 
acts? If relief is to be given at all under this section, surely it would 
be given to the mesne landlord in case the superior landlord sought to 
enter for a forfeiture incurred, against the will of the mesne land- 
lord, by his underlessee. The probable circumstances of the case 
are, therefore, wholly different from those contemplated by the 
learned judge. They are these :—The mesne landlord is liable to be 
ordered, as a condition of relief on an action being brought against 
him by the superior landlord for a forfeiture, to pay damages and 
submit to an injunction. This being so, it does not seem to be so 
absolutely impossible as the learned judge thought, to devise equit- 
able terms on which relief might have been given to the under- 








Havixe recarp to the provisions of the new Order as to Costs, 
on which we comment elsewhere, it may be desirable to quote 
the remarks (with a note of which we have been favoured) 
of Mr. Justice Kay, in a case of Re Morden, Morden v. Martin, 
heard on Wednesday last. They appear to furnish a hint of the 
mode in which he intends. to apply the provisions we have men- 
tioned. He said: ‘In dealing with the further consideration of 
actions for the administration of the estates of deceased persons, I 





a 
find that it happens not unfrequently that the costs of these action, 
swallow up the whole estate. In very many cases the 
costs is out of all proportion to any advantage that could , 
expected from the action. I am sometimes at a loss to know fy, 
what purpose the action was brought at all. This state of thi 
has induced me seriously to consider the practice as to such action, 
As it at present exists, there is no effectual security that when, 
man dies, leaving a few hundreds, or even a few thousands, ag 
small provision for his family, it may not be swept away or large} 
diminished by the costs of an action for administration, brougl 
after his death by a creditor or legatee, or his assign or ree 
or by a trustee of the will, or—what seems more cruel than 
by a so-called next friend in the names of the infant children of thy 
deceased. No doubt the court has power to say, when the actin 
has been worked out, that unnecessary costs shall not be paid oy 
of the estate. This it is the especial duty of the court to do wha 
the property belongs to infants, and the action is in their names: 
and the jurisdiction of the court to do so in other than infanty 
actions has been recently asserted and exercised in Oroggan v. Allen 
(L. R. 22 Ch. D. 101). But this is a jurisdiction ex 
difficult to carry out in all cases, and in practice it is seldom 
resorted to, and it exercises no effectual check upon im 
proceedings. What is wanted is a close supervision over actions 
this kind in their institution, and in every successive stage of they 
and a power to restrain all useless and costly proceedings, and) 
visit the real delinquents with the consequences of any impropriety. 
I hope and believe the new rules will provide for this, which,] 
understand, has been anxiously considered by the Rule Committes.” 
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THE NEW RULES OF COURT. 
I. 


Tue new rules may be considered as virtually complete, and their 
operation only suspended until the close of the Long Vacation. The 
time, therefore, has passed for such criticism as might be directed 
to pending legislation, and has not yet arrived for such criticim 
as could be founded on practical experience of their operation, 
It remains only to point out, as the occasion may serve, some of 
the principal alterations which have been effected, and the way i 
which they seem likely to operate. 

It is with great relief that we find the barbarous proposal ts 
abolish pleadings has been abandoned, nor is that feeling minglel 
with any regret at finding them reduced to the simplest fom 
The celebrated system of pleading, as moulded by the Common law 
Procedure Act, 1852, had one defect—it failed by reason of ifs 
too great generality, and, in particular, by the too great generality 
of its defences. The system of chancery pleading, on the other 
hand, failed in respect of its enormous excess; its redundant 
verbiage not only obscured the issues amidst a boundless mass of 
allegations, but immensely increased the cost of litigation. The 
system adopted in the first rules under the Judicature Act was 4 
bold, and in a great degree a skilful, attempt to avoid, on the one 
hand, the baldness of the common law method, and, on the other, 
the prolixity of the chancery method. Theoretically, it wa 
perhaps the best that has ever been devised, and under it pleat 
ings have been drawn in all divisions of the High Court whith 
could not be excelled for neatness and precision. But it must 
admitted that these were the exceptions. The event of t# 
experiment proved how hard it was to be concise in an ori 
way ; it was said that the general run of pleadings became a mas 
of confusion; prolixity was introduced on the one side of the 
High Court without being curtailed on the other; it was found 
that a pleading might be at once meagre and irrelevant, tediow 
and uninstructive; until judges came to regard the doc 
which should state what the parties came, to try as useless fot 
their guidance, and at last almost disregarded them. That 
accusation has been greatly exaggerated there can be no 
Even the bench is not filled with specimens) of perfect virtue, 
and of judicial virtues patience is not the most conspicuous; né 
is the dislike of new methods in business which they have spell 
their lives in conducting, and in which they are more disposed ® 
think themselves masters than learners, unnatural or beyond expe 
rience in the history of that sacred order. But it is certain a 
was much truth in the complaints. To a lawyer it is strange 
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yehow few people are aware of the difficulty of making a clear 
giconcise statement of facts, or of the still greater difficulty of 
such a statement with reference to a definite system of 
legal rules to which the facts must be made subordinate. Yet as 
gon a8 the new system was introduced it was supposed that any- 
qe was now competent to draw a pleading who could write a letter 
or up an affidavit. On the other hand, it is also true that a 
ess was from the first shown by many practitioners, espe- 
dally by the older and most experienced ones, to whose souls, on 
the one hand, baldness, on the other hand, exuberance, had become 
dear by long use ; and while it could not be reasonably expected 
that the less experienced hands would produce the most elegant and 
gourate specimens of draftsmanship, those whose skill and know- 
ledge qualified them to do it, would not take the trouble of altering 
the lines on which their fingers had been accustomed to run. The 
new system has, therefore, never had such a fair trial as a frank 
ad honest acceptance of it and its manipulation by experienced 
hands would have given it. Perhaps the failure to foresee the 
necessities of the case was the real fault which the authors of the 
gstem committed. Had pleading on these lines been confined, as 
in former times, to a comparatively small body, in which a 
ghool of pleading might have grown up, a frame and method might 
lave been spontaneously developed which would have kept state- 
nents within well-understood lines, and, as it were, assigned the 
limits of variation. But the times and the circumstances did not 
admit of this; and we have now to take a new departure, let us 
with better success. 
may be said in general that the-principle and spirit of the new 
system is, on the whole, that of the Common Law Procedure Act, 
1862, but that it works by means of less technical language and in 
aless technical form; that it aims at dispensing with pleadings 
when they can be reasonably dispensed with, but increases the 
mmber of instances in which this is permitted. The specially- 
indorsed writ which was introduced by that Act, and which has 
proved of such great service, was in substance a pleading ; it often 
told as much as the common counts which were afterwards delivered. 
The practice under order XIV. has not shown that, in the cases to 
ich that order is properly applicable, anything more has been 
i By the new rules, after a specially-indorsed writ has 
bem issued (and the cases in which it may be issued are extended 
toaliquidated demand on a trust, and to the recovery of land), no 
futher statement of claim is to be delivered, and the defendant 
must plead within ten days after appearance. Thus, not only is 
the operation of order XIV. enlarged, but the indorsement is made 
itself a pleading, and neither is the plaintiff required to give the 
itive provided for in the old order XXI. (4), nor can the defendant 
demand any other statement of the plaintiff's claim. This 
4% an improvement; but it is much more open to doubt 
Whether the further provision, by which no statement of 
meed in any case be delivered, unless the defend- 
mt, at the time of entering an appearance, or within eight 
tays after, requires it by writing, is well substituted for the 
r regulation, by which the onus was thrown on the 
t of giving notice to the plaintiff that he did not require 
me Notwithstanding the attempt to alarm defendants against 
Turing statements of claim, by threatening them with costs if 
do so unnecessarily, we imagine it will become a settled, and 
be a prudent, practice, to give such notice in every case where 
‘defence is seriously contemplated ; in other cases, the rule may 
some effect in saving costs. It must, however, be added that 
the plaintiff, though not served with any such notice by the 
dant, may (when the writ is not specially indorsed) deliver a 
tatement of claim; and here, again, though under the threat of 
sts, we imagine that any plaintiff who cares to have his case 
Tesonably placed before the court, will deliver such a statement, 
even though it may better suit the purposes of the defendant not to 
_— it, but to leave the claim vague and indefinite. 
defendant, then, to a specially-indorsed writ must plead in 
ten days from appearance ; he must do the same in other cases, 
uuiless he has Angee arg or received a statement of claim. His 
Tequest may med for eight days after appearance, but if he 
Postpones it til thee he will bas ahaa of thoug t to have aimed at 
the advantage of the extra time; he will do more wisely 
werefore, if that is not his object, in making his demand at the 
bok app ce. The plaintiff, on the other hand, who thinks 
likely that this delay will be sought by the defendant, may pro- 


bably cut it short by delivering his statement at once; but the 
defendant will then, no doubt, say that he needed none, and seek to 
disallow the costs; for why should the plaintiff insist on telling him 
what he knows already? If the plaintiff delivers his statement at 
once he will save some valuable time, which, upon the other hand, 
it is not certain that he would ever have lost, and he may lose more 
than he gains; why should he hurry the defendant out of breath ? 
If he waits till a reasonable part of the eight days is past, the pro- 
bability of the defendant making the request is, perhaps, diminished; 
and the time which remains to be saved by promptitude is also less 
by all the days that have already elapsed. But is the writ, which 
will alone constitute his statement, enough? and is the defendant 
waiting to take advantage of its deficiency? It would, perhaps, be 
better to make things safe by a further statement than to be put 
afterwards to amend the writ at the cost of a further delay. Un- 
happy plaintiff, and unhappy defendant, in this nice vx of 
motives! Would it not be safer and better for both of them to be 
precise ? If, indeed, the writ is carefully settled in the first instance, 
the plaintiff may rest in peace; and when time permits, and in- 
structions are sufficient, this may well be done; if otherwise, the 
statement of claim will probably not wait for the request. 

For the rest there seems to be no very substantial alteration in 
the rules as to pleading, except that the controversy whether a 
counter-claim drops with the plaintiffs action or may still continue, 
is now solved by providing for its continuance ; and that the methods 
and conditions of payment into court are more fully provided for, 
and the practice is extended to counter-claims, as it no doubt would 
have been in the old rules if the point had been foreseen. Money 
paid into court, with denial of liability, and not accepted in satis- 
faction, remains in court till the event is decided. 

Turning now to the forms of pleading, they must, for practical pur- 
poses, and with regard to what circumstances show us it is reasonable 
to expect, be considered as much superior to those which they 
supersede. Excellent as the old forms under the Judicature Acts 
were, they too much sanctioned the practice of each party (accord- 
ing to the touching simplicity of the old phrase) ‘‘ telling his story.” 
If the forms given by the Common Law Procedure Act were taken, 
the artificiality of the long unbroken sentence replaced by distinct 
clauses, phrases in plain direct English being substituted for the oratio 
obliqua of the old style, and dates and particulars added, forms 
would be obtained which would as nearly as possible correspond 
with those now provided. It would probably not be far wrong to 
say that by this process this result has, in fact, been reached, and 
has been reached by the very skilful adaptation of a practised hand 
working upon a model of the best kind. It is impossible to read 
the forms without feeling that they really express, in the way of 
pattern, everything that can be required. It would be absurd to 
suppose that all actions involve facts which even in outline can be 
stated so simply and tersely as those imaginary transactions to 
which the forms relate. But it is certain that, with these models 
before his eyes, no one who understands his profession, and who is 
instructed with reasonable care, can fail to state with clearness the 
nature of the case, or can, without wilful blindness, be misled into 
the fatal error of writing down what some are pleased to term the 
“history” of the affair. We shall be surprised if these rules 
and forms do not stand the test of — as well as the his- 
torical examples on which they are founded. 








It is understood that the signatures of all the members of the 
Rule Committee of Judges have been attached by way of approval 
of the rules as a whole, and in order to bring them into operation, 
but not that every new rule, or alteration of an old rule, was 
unanimously, or necessarily by more than the five votes (including 
that of the Lord Chancellor) required by law. 

In last week’s Cases of the Week, p. 600, in the report of the London 
Fish Market and National Fishery Company, Limited, it was stated that “‘ the 
petitioners admitted that they had no direct evidence except the statutory 
affidavit.” We are informed that this statement was incorrect. 

On the 9th inst., in the House of Commons, Mr. Cowen asked the 
Attorney-General whether the fact that the High Court of Justice (Con- 
tinuous Sittings) Bill was allowed to pass its second reading on Th 
without opposition was to be taken as signifying that the 

intend to support the measure. The Attorney-General ied that it 


must not be assumed that because the second reading of Bill was 
allowed to pass at a very late hour that her Majesty’s Government in- 





| tended supporting the measure, 
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COSTS UNDER THE NEW RULES. 


Tue alterations as to costs effected by the new rules are so exten- 
sive and likely to be so important in their operation that we think 
it desirable at once to lay them before our readers. 

One design of order 65, which deals with this subject, is to carry 
out more fully than was done by order 55 of the present Rules of 
Court the recommendation of the Judicature Commissioners in their 
first report that costs should be in the discretion of the court. 
Order 55 provides, as we all know, that ‘nothing herein contained 
shall deprive a trustee, mortgagee, or other person of any right to 
costs out of a particular estate or fund to which he would be 
entitled according to the rules hitherto acted upon in courts of 
equity.” The first rule of order 65 of the new rules introduces a 
qualification into this proviso, which practically places the costs of 
trustees and mortgagees in the discretion of the court. The 
changes effected will be seen by the words we have placed in 
italics :— 

**1. Subject to the provisions of the Acts and these rues, the costs of 
and incident to all proceedings in the High Court, including the administra- 
tion of estates and trusts, shall be in the discretion of the court or judge: 
provided that nothing herein contained shall deprive an executor, adminis- 
trator, trustee, or m , who has not unreasonably instituted or carried 
on or resisted any proceedings, of any right to costs out of a particular estate 
or fund to which he would be entitled according to the rules hitherto acted 
on in the Chancery Division.” 

The result will be to confer on the judges very wide powers of 
dealing with costs in administration actions. 

Still more important is the provision that, except where other- 
wise ordered by the judge or allowed in the discretion of the tax- 
ing officer, in consideration of special grounds as to the importance or 
difficulty or urgency of the case, costs on the new ‘lower scale” 
only are to be allowed in all causes and matters commenced after the 
rules come into operation. This is the result of rules 8, 9, and 10, 
which provide that— 

**8. In causes and matters commenced after these rules come into opera 
tion, solicitors shall be entitled to charge and be allowed the fees set forth 
in the column headed ‘lower scale,’ in Appendix N., in all causes and 
matters, and no higher fees shall be allowed in any case, except such as 
are by this order otherwise provided for; and in causes and matters pend- 
ing at the time when these rules come into operation, to which the higher 
seale of eosts previously in force was applicable, the same scale shall con- 
tinue to be : we 

9. The set forth in the column headed‘ higher scale,’ in 
Aepentts N., may be allowed, either generally in any cause or matter, or as 
to costs of any particular application made or business done, in any 
‘cause or matter, if, on special grounds arising out of the nature and im- 
portance, or the difficulty or urgency of the case, the court or a judge 
ghall, at the trial or hearing, or further consideration of the cause or 
matter, or at the hearing of any application therein, whether the cause or 
matter shall or shall not be brought to trial or hearing or to further con- 
‘Bideration (as the case may be), so order; or if the taxing officer, under 
directions given to him for that purpose by the court or a judge, shall 
think that such allowance ought to be so made upon such special grounds 


as aforesaid. 
**10. Upon any reference to a taxing officer to tax a bill of costs of a 
solicitor for the purpose of ascertaining the amount due to such solicitor 
in respect thereof from the person to be charged therewith, if such bill 
shail include for business done in any cause or matter, the taxing 
eepenine Paw She Sigs a0t fesid in the cole, headed ‘ higher scale’ in 
Appendix N., in respect of such cause or matter, or in respect of any par- 
ticular application made or business done therein, if on such Special 
grounds as are in the last preceding rule mentioned, he shall think that 
such allowance ought to be so made.”’ 


The changes which have been made in the lower seale are as 
follows :— 


Wars, &c. New Fee. Old Fee. 
Special summons to attend at es” £8,4. £ 4d. 
chambers, not ‘ a judg , Cee Oe 
summons in Division, 
not ° . ‘ a * a ee 013 4 
Copy for judge 2s., or per folio - 004 
Szevices any Norices. 
notice of motion , P P cus? 02 0 
Copy forservice perfolio . . . .004 
Inerrverions, 
of writ of summons where no 
further statement of claim > ‘ - 013 4 
‘Originating summons 6s. 8d., or not to 
‘@ounsel to advise on evidence where evid- 
once to be taken orally, nottocxcood «110 «+018 4 





Corims. 
For printing, the amount actually to 
the printer, not exceeding per ro 
And in addition for every 20 beyond the 
first 20 copies, at per folio gk eae 


PERUSALS. 
Of pleadings, 6s, 8d., orper folio . . 
(Similar alternative fee throughout, as in 
former higher scale.) 
Notice to admit facts under ord. 32, r. 4, 
per folio 3 - : ‘ : . 


ATTENDANCES, 


On examination of witnesses before ex- 
aminer, &c., if without counsel, not to 


excee “ - ; ; stig i 
To present petition for order of course, and 
fororder . ‘ " ‘ . ; ‘ 
In court on every special motion, each day, 
according to circumstances, not to exceed 
On special case or special petition, or appli- 
cation adjourned from judge’s chambers, 
when in the special paper for the day or 
likely to be heard, according to circum- 
stances, not to exceed J ‘ . m 
On hearing or trial of any cause, &c., in 
London or Middlesex, or the town where 
the solicitor resides or carries on business, 
whether before a judge with or without 
a jury, or commissioner, or referee; or 
on assessment of damages, when in the 
paper, according to circumstances, not to 
exceed . 4 ‘ i é : ‘ 
To examine an abstract of title, with deeds, 
per hour, in a cause or matter 
7 produce deeds for such purpose, per 
our . ; . o @ “ 


Waits, &c. 


Originating summons in Chancery Division, 
not exceeding . ‘ . ‘ : ° 


Sgrvices and Nortczs, 
Preparing notice to produce or notice to 
= if special, &c., not exceeding per 
MOS Sin Biaty age ak op 


Instructions. 
For indorsement of writ where no further 
statement of claim : ‘ J é 
For originating summons 6s. 8d., or not to 
exceed . ‘ ‘ A ‘ ‘ ‘ 


DrawinG Przapines, &c. 
Particulars, &c., not exceeding per folio 
Accounts, &c., for judges’ chambers, not 

exceeding per folio . R , . 
Cortzs. 

For printing, the amount actually and prop- 
erly paid to the printer, not exceeding per 
folio . : : ‘ . ; ° . 

And in addition for every 20 beyond the 
first 20 copies, at per folio ‘ ‘ ’ 


PERvSALS. 
Notice to admit facts under ord. 32, r. 4, 
ee . aaa aiiaa tice toP as ama asi : 


ATTENDANCES. 

On hearing a trial of any cause, &c., in 
London or Middlesex, or the town where 
the solicitor resides or carries on business, 
whether before a judge with or without a 
jury, or commissioner, or referee, or on 
assessment of damages, when in the paper, 
not to exceed . u ss ‘ ese: * 

To examine an abstract of title with deeds, 

hour, in a cause or matter . A F 

“— produce deeds for such purpose, per 

our . , ‘ 5 ‘ ° ¢ 
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001 


006 4 


3 3 
010 0 
2 2 0 


o 


0 6 8 
110 


220 


330 220 


010 0 
0 6 8 


The following are the alterations in the higher scale :— 


New Fee. Old Fee. 
£sda £84 


10 100 


014 
014 


3 8 0 
0 0 
06 8 


It will be seen that the alterations in the lower scale are numé 


ous, and in the direction of raising the fees, while the alterations 
the higher scale are very slight. 


We come next to an important provision, cutting down the 


costs in actions founded on contract, in which the plaintiff doe 
recover more than £50, to the County Court Scale :— 
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#39, In actions founded on contract, in which the plaintiff recovers, by 

t or otherwise, a sum (exclusive of costs) not exceeding £50, he 

bali be entitled to no more costs than he would have been entitled to 

he brought his action in a county court, unless the court or a judge 
otherwise orders.” 

This is obviously intended to carry out more fully the object 
simed at by section 7 of the County Court Act, 1867, and by 
indirect means to drive into the county courts a large class of 
getions. We think it would have been much better that this 

iect sould have been achieved by legislation in connection with 
the remodelling of the county courts which must shortly take 


We now come to a provision which must be termed astound- 
iag:— 

“11, If in any case it shall appear to the court or a judge that costs 
have been improperly or without any reasonable cause incurred, or that 
by reason of any undue delay in proceeding under any judgment or order, 
gr misconduct or default of the solicitor, any costs properly incurred have 
nevertheless proved fruitless to the person incurring the same, the court 
ot judge may call on the solicitor of the person by whom such costs have 
een so incurred to show cause why such costs should not be disallowed 
wbetween the solicitor and his client, and also (if the circumstances of 
the case shall require) why the solicitor should not repay to his chent any 
wats which the client may have been ordered to pay to any other person, 
md, thereupon, may make such order as the justice of the case may 
require. The court or judge may, if they or he think fit, refer the matter 
toa taxing officer for inquiry and report; and direct the solicitor in the 
first place to show cause before such taxing officer, and may also, if they 
othe think fit, direct or authorize the official solicitor of the Supreme 
Court to attend and take part in such inquiry. Such notice (if any) of 
the proceedings or order shall be given to the client, and in such manner 
asthe court or judge may direct. Any costs of the official solicitor shall 
be paid by such parties, or out of such funds as the court or a judge may 
direct; or, if not otherwise paid, may be paid out of such moneys (if any) 
as may be provided by Parliament.” 


This provision appears to proceed upon the assumption 
that the client is an imbecile individual, incapable of defend- 
ing himself or even of knowing when he has been wronged 
by his solicitor ; afraid to bring his action for negligence against 
the solicitor, and unable to find any other professional protector of his 
interests. It assumes that learned judges who hear actions are 
always perfectly calm and unbiassed in their judgment as to the 
conduct of solicitors, and that such things are never known as hasty 
utterances by judges ascribing to solicitors in general the most 
heinous misconduct. It is, perhaps, not surprising that the judicial 
framers of the new rules should have made this last assumption, 
ilthough, unhappily, there have been too many instances of late of 
utterances of the kind to which we allude. But that learned 
judges, who must be men of practical knowledge of affairs, should 
assume that clients are defenceless against their solicitors is simply 
astonishing. If this strange rule comes into effect, the reputation 
of solicitors will be at the mercy of every judge who may entertain 
“strong” views as to the inexpediency of certain proceedings, and 
asolicitor may be ruined through purely accidental defaults ; for it 
thould be observed that the ‘‘default” in consequence of which 
the solicitor is to be ordered to repay to his client costs which the 

mt has been ordered to pay to another person is not limited to 
{ amounting to misconduct. 

ule 12 of Consolidated Order 21 is made generally applicable 
byrule 5, which provides that— 


“Where, upon the trial of any cause or matter, it appears that the same 

cannot conveniently proceed by reason of the solicitor for any party having 

to attend personally, or by some proper person on his behalf, or 

having omitted to deliver any paper necessary for the use of the court or 

udge, and which, pissin to its practice, ought to have been delivered, 

Such solicitor shall personally pay to all or any of the parties such costs as 
Court or judge shall think fit to award.’’ 


Rule 14 provides that-— 


“\ A set-off for damages or costs between parties may be allowed not- 
in ding the solicitor’s lien for costs in the particular cause or matter 
Which the set-off is sought." 


2 The other provisions of this Order may be shortly summed up. 
ule 2 provides that, “whero issues in fact or law are raised upon 
& claim or counter-claim, tho costs of the several issues respectively, 

in law and fact, shall, unless otherwise ordered, follow the 
ast of such issues respectively.” Rule 3 makes costs incurred in 

court below in causes removed from inferior courts, having 
tion in the cause, costs in the cause, and rule 4 provides 





that where an action is ordered to be tried in a county court under 
19 & 20 Vict. c. 108, s. 26, the costs of the action shall, subject 
the provisions of the Judicature Acts and the Rules, follow 
event, unless the judge before whom the action was tri 
opinion that the question of costs ought to be referred to a j 
the High Court, ‘‘in which case no costs shall be recov e 
ordered by the court or a judge.” Rules 6 and 7 re-enact the pre 
visions of order 55, rules 2 and 3 of the rules. Rule 1 
regulates references for taxation of costs ih the Chancery Division 
to the taxing masters in rotation, unless there has been a former 
taxation in the same cause or matter, and rule 15 provides that 
costs may be taxed on an award, notwithstanding the time for 
setting aside the award has not elapsed. 

The other rules of this Order are mainly a consolidation and 
incorporation of the provisions of the Chancery Consolidated 
Orders. We print elsewhere in full the rule as to “special 
allowances and general provisions.” It will be observed that no 
retaining fee to counsel is to be allowed on een 


party and party ; that fees for conferences are not to be allowed in 
any cause or matter in addition to the ‘solicitor’s and _counsel’s 


fees for drawing and setting OF perusing pleadings sacar 
deeds, or other proceedings, or a 0: e, or for advising 


thereon, unless it shall appear to the taxing officer, for some 
special reason, that a conference was necessary or ”; that 
in eases to which the county court scale of costs is to be applicable, 

@ costs of briefing more One counse owed, 
‘unless the taxing meer shall, for special reasons, be of opinion 
that briefing more than one counsel was proper,” and that 
refresher fees are regulated. On the other hand, the fees to be 
allowed to counsels’ clerks are retained. 


i: 
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REVIEWS. 


SHIPPING. 


A Digest oF THE Law oF SurprrneG AND Martve Insvrance. 
Harry NEwson, Barrister-at-Law. SrconpD Eprrion. Reeves 
Turner. 


This, though denominated a second edition, would seem to be 
practically a new book, owing to extensive additions and alterations. 
We do not know that there was any very — demand for a fresh 
work on these subjects, but we think this book may prove a very 
useful book of reference, and the size and price of it are moderate as 
compared with treatises such as those of Arnould and Abbott. The 
book is written in a form which has of late years become very 
popular—we believe Mr. Vaughan Hawkins’ treatise on Wills was the 
first example of it—but which is not, we think, without its disad- 
vantages. The author states in his preface that it has been his object 
to‘summarize in the form of a digest or code—which, we may observe 
in passing, are not by any means convertible terms—all the rules of 
law relating to the subjects of the work. The book is accordingly 
broken up into sections, each section containing a number of a 
tions relating to the subject of such section, and the decisions whi 
are supposed to establish the propositions respectively are appended 
at the foot of the page. Besides these references, at the end of each 
section a sort of abstract is given of selected cases. We confess that 
we have not been able to discern very clearly the Spe aye has 
governed the selection of these latter cases, unless it be although 
they are cases which are useful as illustrating the ication of 
gant principles to icular sets of circumstances, yet the result of 

em is not capable of being expressed very conveniently as a 
proposition. The drawback that suggests itself to uson i i 
of this mode of writing is, that the work so written ily takes 
the form of a series of authoritative propositions, and it is diff 
without actually consulting the authorities cited, to form any estimate 
how far any particular proposition is entitled to be treated as authori- 
When an author writes a treatise in the usual form, the tone 


tative. 
and manner in which his propositions are ex: enable a reader, 
with more or less certainty, to gather how far any particular ~— 


ment represents the author’s own ulation or suggestion or 

well-established result of authorit PP his is not the case with books 
in the form we are discussing. They cannot, of course, consist of 
mere head-notes of cases strung together, and one never quite knows 
whether the proposition stated re ts the actual decision in a case, 
or, to some extent, the author’s deduction from the case. The obser- 
vations we are making are not, however, meant to imply that a work of 
this sort may not be very useful and valuable. It is, to say the least, 


very handy as an index to the decisions on any point. 
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It is difficult to form a trustworthy estimate of the value of any law 
book, particularly ofa work in the nature of a digest, which is not meant 
tobe read through, until one hasendeavoured to work with it in practice. 
It is, of course, impossible to examine minutely each of the author’s 
propositions and compare it with the decisions cited with a view to 
seeing how far itslanguage is precisely accurate, but such of the 
sections as we have read j seem to convey in plain and accurate 
terms the effect of the decisions. One proposition, however, we 
happened to light upon which does not seem to us strictly accurate, 
pe which illustrates the observations we have made as to the 
difficulties arising from the digest form. In section 51 the author 
says, ‘“‘ The consignee of goods named in a bill of lading, or theindorsee 
of a bill of lading, has the same rights of action, and is subject to 
the same liabilities in respect of such goods, as if the contracts con- 
tained in the bill of lading had been made with himself.” The 
author cites 18 & 19 Vict. c. 111, 8.1, and no doubt the proposition 
is intended to represent the result of that section. The author has, 
however, left out the all-important words, ‘‘ to whom the property in 
the goods therein mentioned shall pass upon or by reason of such 

ent or indorsement.” The case of Burdick v. Sewell (L. R. 
10 Q. B. D. 363) shows that ac ell gy sition as stated is not strictly 
accurate. The author may pl that the proposition was only 
intended to be general, and that the necessary qualification may be 
gathered from subsequent propositions. In section 52, no doubt the 
transfer of the rights and liabilities on the bill of ladingis expressed to 
be dependent on the passing of the property. But we think that it 
would have been far better to have expressed the proposition we have 
cited in the terms of the statute. In constructing a digest it does not 
seem to us to be admissible to state a proposition too broadly, and 
leave the reader to find out, if he chances to read on, the necessary 
qualification. 


CRIMINAL LAW. 


A DiGEst oF THE CrimivaAL LAw (CRIMES AND PUNISEMENTS). By 
Sir James Firzyames STEPHEN. THIRD EDITION. Macmillan & 
Co. 


This well-known work contains, we think, a completely exhaustive 
statement of such part of the criminal law as is concerned with in- 
dictable offences, and also of such part of the criminal law as is con- 
cerned with offences punishable on summary conviction and is also 
contained in any of the Criminal Law Consolidation Acts, 1861. All 
the remaining part of the criminal law which is concerned 
with offences punishable on summary conviction is omitted. 
We do not complain of the omission, but we think it would 
have been well if the omission and the reasons for it had 
been pointed out and explained in the preface or some 
other part of the book. What is done, however, has been done 
thoroughly and well. Definitions of the various crimes are copiously 
supplied and aptly illustrated. Not a single statute which could 
be of any use at the present day has been omitted; the general plan 
being to redraw the statutes, and to express their effect in clear 
ye under appropriate headings. Very great help is frequently 
derivable from the notes, which seem to run to exactly the proper 
length, and contain just the most appropriate <illustrations.” 
Occasionally, however, we have found statements to which exception 
may be taken. Surely it is an insufficient statement, looking to R. 
v. Topham (4 T. R. 196), to say, “‘The publication of a libel on the 
character of a dead person is not a misdemeanor unless it is cal- 
culated to throw discredit on living persons.” This should at any rate 
have been expressed affirmatively—say somehow thus: ‘“ The publi- 
cation,” &c., ‘‘is a misdemeanor” if, &c., ‘‘ otherwise not.” d as 
Lord Kenyon’s words are, ‘‘ If it be done with a malevolent purpose, 
to vilify the memory of the deceased with a view to injure his posterity, 
then it is done with a view to break the peace,” we cannot think 
that, notwithstanding Sir J. Stephen’s suggestion in a note, that 
“ the design to break the peace is only a legal fiction,” the law is 
stated with sufficient accuracy. Turning to quite another subject, 
upon the “‘ punishment of whipping,” we think that article 12 ought 
to have been accompanied by a recapitulation of the comparativel 
few indictable offences for which this punishment may be imposed. 
pone a in a note to article 159 on “ cog a. penal actions,” 
we ** the i ent was the pi ¥ see now 56 Geo. 4, c. 
138, s. 2,” whereas it should have been said in so many words that the 
pillory, which was not completely abolished till 7 Will. 4, and 1 Vict. c. 
23, was abolished asa punishment for this offence by 56 Geo. 3, c. 138. 
Finally, it is distinctly misleading to lay down in article 185, as to 
“ disorderly inns,” that “every who . . . being an inn- 
— refuses, without reasonable grounds, to entertain any person 

y and willing to pay for entertainment therein, commits a mis- 
demeanor.” For the words a mmc should be substituted 
** any traveller,” as er ngs} held more than two hundred years 


—— 
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ELECTRIC LIGHTING. 


A TREATISE ON THE LAW oF Exectric LicHTING. By Huy 
CUNYNGHAME, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons. 


In this book the Act of 1882 and the incorporated statutes ar 
printed at length, with short notes. We have also “ the 
Rules of the Board of Trade, the model proofs, the memorandum of 
February 26, and a specimen of one of the provisional orders 
[the preface is dated April, 1883] issued by the Board of Trade,” 
** some specimens of forms likely to be useful.” But the main featur 
of the work consists of elaborate “notes on jammcag ey. AM at the end, 
which, we are told, ‘‘ have not been compiled from books, but are the 
result in every case of an examination of the actual apparatus.” Theg 
notes, which are divided into nine chapters, occupy more than one 
hundred pages, and are not only written but itfustrated with the 
greatest care. They have been very properly detached from the notes, 
its nt so called, to the various sections. The introduction at the 
inning of the book is, we think, far too short, but the index is 
and of sufficient length. As the provisional order which is given will 
so shortly pass into law, it might fons been better to defer publica. 
tion till the close of the present session of Parliament. As it stands it 
is printed with a prefatory note that ‘‘it is, of course, subject to 
alteration by Parliament at the instance of any interested parties.” 
Amongst the many works upon electric lighting which have come 
before us, we think that Mr. Cunynghame’s cannot fail to gain and 
keep a high place. 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 


ACKNOWLEDGMENTS FOR PRODUCTION. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Judging from past experience of the value of covenants 484 
means of tracing deeds, I should say that the difficulty suggested 
by ‘“ Q.” is not one which will be much felt in practice. The sub- 
stituted covenants were, so far as I have seen, rarely obtained, 
the covenantor generally accepting an indemnity against the 
existing covenant on parting with the deeds. 

I have never had much difficulty in tracing deeds. Inquiries from 
the solicitor engaged in the previous transaction, or whose name 
may appear on an old abstract, generally lead to the deeds being 
found. Should these inquiries fail, the deeds may often be traced by 
inquiries being made from the owner or agent of the adjoining 
property. : 

If to the new acknowledgment and undertaking for custody, “Q”| 
were to add, ‘‘ and to give to M. a notice in writing of the name and} 
address of the person to whom the same documents, or any of them, 
shall be delivered by A. within fourteen days after such delivery,” 
would he not be in as good a position for tracing the deeds as if he 
had the old covenant ? B. 






















THE LAW SOCIETY’S CALENDAR. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I send you copy of a correspondence which has lately passed 
between ones and the secretary of the Incorporated Law Society, 
and which seems to me to involve a point of interest to the professi0 
generally. Joun Daw, Junr. © 
Castle-square, Southampton, July 11. : 


Hampshire County Court Office, Southampton, June 30, 1883. 
Sir,—About August or September last year, in accordance with 4 
request from the Incorporated Law Society, I furnished them with 
the date of my admission as a solicitor, and I also informed them 
that I held the office of registrar of the county court of this districh 
The information was asked for as a means of compiling your 
Calendar. ; 

On referring to the Law Society’s Calendar under the heading? 
Southampton, I find that the announcement of my office is 0 
while Mr. F. H. Candy is described as the deputy-registrar of the 
county court. = 

The omission of my title and the substitution of the name of Mb 
os a anne to do me an injury and impede business, 

ou do me the favour of inquiring why this has been done ?—-I ai 
ir, your obedient servant, 


mMEEPSEPESHTSSESE St aaa e rer. 
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Joun Daw, Junr., 
Registrar, Southampton County Court, 
To the President of the Incorporated Law Society, Chancery-lant 


London. ; 
The Incorporated Law Society, July 3, 1883. 













30th ultimo calling attention to the omission of public appoin 





in R. v. Luellyn (12 . 444); and only six years ago in Reg. v. 
iymer (L. RB, 6. $ D. 136), which latter case, oddly enough, is 
by Sir J. Stephen himself in a note. 





Dear Sir,—I beg to acknowle g° the receipt of your letter of o 
held by you from this year’s Calendar. 7 








<SJuly 14, 1883. 
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J enclose the = containing the information furnished by you, 
fom which you ill see that, in order to secure the insertion of the 
legal blic appointments held by you, it was necessary that a fee of 
he fillin should accompany the paper. This fee was not remitted 
byyou, | hence the omission of your appointments. 

od the compilation of the Calendar been carried into effect by me 
I should, of course, knowing you, have called your 





G2 


i 


ndtum of Paation ie it, and inserted the appointments at allevents. But ina 
de.” york of this magnitude, the arrangements have to be intrusted to 
1 feature specially appointed for the purpose, who adhere to the strict 
the end, ct their instractions, and I do not very well see how they could 
t are the jp deviate from them without inconvenience.—I am, dear Sir, yours 
” These fy isithfully, E. W. Witt1amson, Secretary. 
hea pre John Dow, Junr., Esq., Southampton. 
vith the Hampshire County Court Office, Southampton, July 6, 1883. 
1° notes, Dear Sir,—I am obliged to your for your letter of the 3rd instant. 
+ at the I sent the information sought by you out of courtesy, and to 
18 good gsist the society in the compilation of their work. I did not send 
Ven will HM ii» shilling, which the society, by their circular, requested should be 
fer gat with notice of all appointments, as I was not aware of any legal 
Neat at MM cother right that the Incorporated Law Society had of levying a 
: ti to ron solicitors who are not members of the society. I for one 
. — to such a tax being levied. 
. e principle involved in this correspondence is so Fg en that 
ain and sending a copy of it to the various local law societies 
hout the 


—" and also to the London legal papers.—I am, 
y; J. Daw, Junr. ; 

Registrar, Southampton County Court. 
E. W. Williamson, Esq., Secretary, Incorporated Law Society. 


dear Sir, yours t 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


AproInTMENT OF New TrusteE—Luvunatic TrustgEE—VEstiInc OrpER— 
TavsteE Act, 1850, s.3.—In a case of In re Woods, before the Courtof Lunacy 
on the 7th inst., a question arose on the construction of section 3 of the 
Trustee Act, 1850, which provides that, ‘‘ when any lunatic or person of 
wsound mind shall be seised or possessed of any lands upon any trust or by 
| bad mortgage, it shall be lawful for the Lord Chancellor, intrusted by 

of the Queen’s Sign Manual with the care of the persons and estates 

of lunatics, to make an order that such lands be vested in such m or 
persons, in such manner, and for such estate as he shall direct, and the 
onder shall have the same effect as if the trustee or mortgagee had been 
sane, and had duly executed a conveyance or assignment of the lands in 
the same manner for the same estate.’’ In the present case there were 
three trustees of a will, and one of them was of unsound mind, but not 
found by inquisition. Under a power contained in the will the other 
trustees had appointed a new trustee in place of the lunatic, and a 
was presented asking for an order vesting real estate, subject to 

trusts, in the two trustees jointly with the new trustee. Corron, 
LJ., declined to follow the decision of Lord Hatherley (when Wood, V.C.) 
in Inve Marquis of Bute’s Will (Joh. 15), and held that under section 3 the 
court could only make an order vesting the undivided share of the lunatic 
inthe other two old trustees jointly with the new trustee, the effect of 
le being to sever the joint tenancy.—Soricrrors, Chester, Mayhew, 





Bexerir Buruprnc Socrery—Winpinc vp—Prioriry netweeN Men- 
UBRS—APPLICATION OF RutEs.—In a case of Inre The Blackburn and District 
Benefit Building Society, before the Court of Appeal on the 6th inst., a 
Question arose as to the application of the rules of a benefit building 
tciety in the case of its being wound up. ‘Three classes of persons 

to be creditors in the winding up of this society—viz., (1) outside 
creditors, who had done work for or supphed goods to the society (the 
total amount of these claims was about £2,000) ; (2) investing members 
Who had given notice of withdrawal of the whole or part of their invest- 
Ments (the amount of their claims was £45,000); (3) investing members 
Who had not given notice of withdrawal (the amount of their claims was 
£125,000). Bristowe, V.C., Lanc., decided that the members of class 3 
Were rightly excluded from the list of creditors, that the members of class 
2 were to be ranked as creditors, and that class 1 must be paid first. The 
rules of the society provided that members might withdraw the sums sub- 
scribed by them ‘ provided the funds permit.” Notice of withdrawal of 
£10 was to be given a week beforehand, and of more than £10 a month 
deforehand. e Vice-Chancellor held that such of the members of class 
as had given notices sufficiently early for the time required by the rule to 
have expired before the winding up must be Lyre before the others. The 
members of class 3 appealed, and the Court o Appeal (Brerr, M.R., and 
wee and Bowen, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. Brerr, M.R., said it 

been os pe that the rules were only made for carrying on a goin 

» and were not applicable in the winding up. One might as wel 

in a case of pertuership that because the articles were made for a 

=e concern they were not applicable in a dissolution. They must be 
in the same after the winding up as before. It was un- 
Recessary to decide whether the withdrawing members were creditors or 





not, or whether they ceased to be members. They were not creditors in 
the same sense as the outside creditors, no doubt. But, assuming that 
they still remained members as between themselves and those who gave no 


notice of withdrawal, it was said there was an agreement that those who 
gave notice should be paid out of a particular fund, and that its existence 


was a condition precedent to their being paid, and that as that 
fund did not exist before the winding up they were no more en’ than 
those who had not given notice. It was said that the fund must be money 
ready to be handed over—cash in the bank. It was impossible to construe 
the words “‘ provided the funds it’? so strictly. They meant pro- 
vided there was money to pay without making calls. And the rule meant 
that those who had given notice should be paid before others. That was 
the agreement between the members expressed in the rules. The decision 
of the Vice-Chancellor was right. Corron and Bowen, L.JJ., concurred. 
—Souicirors, Milne, Riddle, §& Mellor. 


HussanD AND Wire— Divorcz — ALIMONY PENDENTE LITE — Pgriop 
BETWEEN DECREE NISI FOR Divorce AND DECREE ABSOLUTE.—In a case of 
Ellis v. Ellis, before the Court of Appeal on the 3rd inst., the question 
arose whether, after the making of a decree nisi for a div at the 


has power to mak 7 i e Wile. 
the Se EET TS82, the wite Hot @ petition for Siesofation 


marriage on the ground of the husband’s 








her 
ultery and cruelty, and on the 
11th of November filed a petition for alimony. On the 21st of November 
a decree nisi for dissolution of the marriage was pronounced. On the 22nd 


of January, 1883, an application was made by the wife for payment to her 
of alimony pendente lite, and on the 17th of April Sir pe Hannen 
directed a reference to the registrar to fix the amount of alimony payable. 
The husband appeared and urged, on the authority of Latham v. Latham 
(2S. & T. 299), that there was no jurisdiction tomaketheorder. The Court 
of Appeal (Corron and Bowen, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. Corron, L.J., 
said that the effect of the statutes of 1857 and 1860 was that, until the 
decree for dissolution of marriage was made absolute, the parties were still 
husband and wife, and the marriage tie was not severed. Ner could it be 
said that the suit was at an end when the decree nisi was made, though the 
parties could do nothing except by obtaining a new trial or by appeali 
from the decision. The question, then, was whether during the in 
between the decree nisi and the decree absolute a married woman could 
apply for alimony. 
power to make a pe 
only 


temporary provision for the wife. epe 

ordef, Opinion, was righ s binding 

m the Court of Appeal, though if it had been followed in subsequent 
cases they might have treated it as a binding authority, as showing the 

ctice of the Divorce Court. But that decision was doubted by the judge 
Rio: ad decided it upon further consideration of the matter in the subse- 
quent’case of Laxton v. Laxton (30 L. J. P. & M. 208), and could not be 
regarded as settling the practice. Bowsn, L.J., concurred.—Soxicrrors, 
Indermaur § Clark. 















Company—WInpinc trp—EXECUTION PUT IN Forcg AFTER COMMENCEMENT 
or Wixpine vrp—Discretion or Court To aLLow—Companres Act, 1862, 
ss. 85, 87, 163.—In a case of In re The Silver Hill Mining Company, 
the Court of Appeal on the 5th inst., a question arose as to the discretion 
of the court to allow an execution against a company to be realized after 
the making of a winding-up order. The writ of execution had been de- 
livered to the sheriff before the presentation of the winding-up petition, 
but no levy had been made before that date. It was that, looking 
at the absolutely prohibitory words of section 163 of the Companies Act, 
1862, the court had no discretion to allow the execution to be 
with after the making of a winding-up order, and it was also sai 
tion 163 applied only to the putting in force an execution by sale when a 
levy had not been made before the commencement of the wi up. 
The Court of Ap (Corron and Bowesn, L.JJ.) held, on the e 
that, if the court had a discretion in the matter, still no : 
been shown for exercising it inthis case. But Corron, L.J., said that it 
had always been assumed that the Court of Appeal had decided 
section 163 makes void only such proceedings put in force against the 
erty of a company after the commencement of the —s' Pp as are 
sanctioned by the court under section 87. But it bes well 
consideration whether that point had really been decided, and, if it 
not, whether it ought to be so decided, for the words were © 
different construction. But it was not n to decide the _ 
present occasion. The creditor had not levied, and therefore he 
very different position from that of a creditor who had levied 
before the commencement of the winding up. If he had 
done something to put his execution in force, it might well be argued 
section 163 did not apply, No doubt in such a case he 
very different position. But it was not ge gen A decide the 
Bowsn, L.J., said that, but for the weight of aw ity, he should 
doubt whether in spite of section 163 the court could give leave to 
force an execution after the commencement of the winding up of a 
pany. It seemed a fallacy to say that, when section 87 saneint that, 
the making of a winding-up order, no action or other 
proceeded with or commenced against the company exce 
of the court, that was equivalent to —_ all + Bec Ban 
sanction of the court was given. sh go on.—Sogrcrrors, Snell, Son, ¢ 


\ Greenip ; Bradley, 
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StanpER—SoxiciTor AcTING as ADVOCATE—WORDS USED IN COURSE OF 
Jvupricrat Inqumry—Privitece.—In a case of Munster v. Lamb, before the 
Court of Appeal, No. 1, on the 5th inst., the important question was 
raised whether counsel, or solicitors acting as advocates, are liable to an 
action for slander in respect of defamatory statements made in the con- 
duct of legal proceedings. Mr. Munster, in 1881, prosecuted a woman 
und her husband for burglary, alleged to have been committed by them 
in his house. The man pleaded guilty, but the woman was acquitted. 
Soon afterwards Mr. Munster commenced a prosecution against the woman 
on acharge that, in 1878, she had administered to his servants narcotic 
drugs in order to facilitate the commission of a burglary in his house. 
When the case came on for hearing, a witness was called who gave 
evidence in support of the charge against the prisoner. Mr. Lamb, the 
solicitor who appeared for the prisoner, made use of the expressions which 
were the subject of the action, and which were to the effect that the nar- 
cotics might have been brought into the house by Mr. Munster himself 
with the intention of using them for some immoral and criminal purpose. 
The action was tried before Williams, J., who was of opinion that the 
statement was privileged, and that there was no case to to the jury, 
and he therefore nonsuited the plaintiff. A divisional court (Mathew and 
A. L. Smith, JJ.) having refused to set aside the nonsuit, the plaintiff 
appealed. The Court of Appeal (Brerr, M.R., and Fry, L.J.) dismissed 
the appeal. Brerr, M.R., said, even assuming that the defendant 
had acted maliciously and without justification, and with the indirect 
object of injuring the plaintiff, and not for the purpose of assisting his 
client’s case, yet, inasmuch as the words were used in reference to, and in 
the course of, a judicial inquiry, no action would lie against him. It had 
been admitted that, as long as what was said was bond jide and relevant to 
the question under consideration, it would not be actionable, but, in his 
opinion, the privilege of an advocate went further. It was clearly estab- 
lished that anything said by a judge or a witness in the course of legal 
proceedings was absolutely privileged, even if those persons were actuated 
by malice, and the statements were untrue to their knowledge; and, in 
his opinion, the privilege was more necessary for an advocate than for 
anyone else. The difficulties an advocate had to encounter were enormous, 
and it would be impossible for him to discharge his duties if he were con- 
tinually obliged to consider what was relevant and what was not. The 
only ground for the privilege was one of public policy—viz., that persons 
engaged in judicial inquiries might not be subject to any fear in the dis- 
charge of their duties; and that reason applied even more to counsel and 
persons acting as advocates than to anyone else. Fry, L.J., said it was, 
no doubt, remarkable, and creditable to the profession, that there was no 
decision on the subject. There was, however, the dictum of Lord Mansfield 
in Reg. v. Skinner (Lofft. 55), that ‘‘ neither party, witness, counsel, jury, 
nor judge can be put to answer, civilly or criminally, for words spoken 
in office,’ and that dictum appeared to have been adopted by the Court of 
Exchequer Chamber in Dawkins v. Lord Rokeby (L. R. 8 Q. B. 255) ; for 
Kelly, C.B., in delivering the judgment of the court, observed, ‘‘ The 
authorities are clear, uniform, and conclusive that no action of libel or 
slander lies, whether against judges, counsel, witnesses, or parties, for 
words written or spoken in the ordinary course of any proceeding before 
any court or tribunal recognized by law.’’ Although the matter under 
the consideration of the court in that case was whether a false statement 
by a witness was privileged, these dicta as to the privilege of counsel were 
of the highest value. The reason for granting immunity to judges and 
witnesses was not because their conduct in using defamatory words was not 
highly improper, but because, ifthe law were otherwise, numerous actions 
would be brought against innocent persons acting perfectly bond fide. 
The same reason applied by analogy to counsel and advocates, and the 
action was, therefore, not maintainable. It was, however, very incumbent 
upon advocates to take care not to abuse their very extensive powers.— 
Souicrrors, W. Brewer ; Palmer & Bull. 





Company—Winpvinc vrp—Ricut or Unrarp Crepirors Tro WINDING-UP 
Oxper—Recaxrp To Wisues or oruzr Crepirors—No AVAILABLE ASSETS 
—Compantes Act, 1862, ss. 79, 91.—In a case of In re The Chapel House 
Colliery Company, before the Court of Appeal on the 28th ult., an important 
question arose as to the right of an unpaid creditor of a company to a 
winding-up order, when the creditors generally are opposed to the making 
of the order, and there are no assets which would be available for distribu- 
tion in the winding up. The petition was presented by a debenture- 
holder, to whom five years arrears of interest, amounting to £112 10s., 
were due. The petitioner brought an action to recover this sum, and two 
days after he received a letter from the secretary of the company, inform- 
ing him that he would obtain nothing whatever by proceeding with his 
action, as the whole of the property of the company was in the hands of 
its mortgagees, who, in the event of hostile action, would take possession 
altogether, and the company would immediately go into liquidation. He 
pesy 2p abandoned his action and presented this petition. It appeared 
from the evidence that the company’s collieries were being worked success- 
fully, and that, although the profits could not, at present, be applied in 
payment of the interest on the debentures, they were being applied in pay- 
ment of the interest and reduction of the principal of a mortgage which 
had priority over the security of the pR col asap Foal It was also sug- 
gested that a slight improvement in the coal trade would enable the com- 

any to pay off the mortgage entirely, and that the profits would then 

come available for porns of the interest on the debentures. The petition 
was opposed, not only by the company, but by unsecured creditors to a 
large amount, and by the trustees on behalf of the debenture-holders, 
who were authorized so to do by the unanimous vote of a meeting of the 
debenture-holders, at which the holders of debentures to the amount of 
£25,000, out of a total of £40,000, were present, Kay, J., said that the 
petitioner, being a bond Ade creditor, and the company not being able to 





P 

of the court to have re; to the wishes of other creditors. 

was, what order would be most beneficial to the creditors and the 
Having regard to the fact that the company’s lessor had, under the 

of the lease, a right of re-entry in theevent of a winding up, and to 
suggestion that the company might in time work itself free 
difficulties, he should order the petition to stand over for six mon S 


A = 
ay him, he was entitled to a winding-up order, subject to the oan 
The 


company would undertake to give the petitioner notice of any other p, 
tion, and not to consent to an order on any other petition in the mé ‘ 
and in the event of any hostile action against the company, he woul 
allow the petition to be brought on again. The undertaring was given 
the company. The trustees, on behalf of the debenture-holders and th, 
unsecured creditors appealed. The Court of Appeal (BaccaLtay, Corroy, ang 
Bowen, L.JJ.) held that the petition ought to have been at once Gismisged, 
Baccatiay, L.J., said that no doubt in some cases it had been laid dow, 
an unpaid creditor of a company was entitled to a winding-up order » 
debito justitie. In subsequent cases this had been recognized as a right 
existing between the creditor and the company, but still it had been 
that the court must, under section 91 of the Act, have regard to 
wishes of the other creditors. This must be regarded as qualifying 
generality of the expressions used by Lord Cranworth in Bowes y, 
Hope Life Insurance Company (11 H. L. Cas. 389). In In re The Westery 
Canada Oil Company (L. R.17 Eq. 1), Lord Selborne held that section 
applies to a petition for winding up as well as to the subsequent proceed. 
ings in a winding-up. The present petitioner stood alone, aad he 
informed of this before he presented his petition. It was urged that if 
immediate winding-up order was not made, the petition should not be at 
once dismissed, but should be delayed for six months, and no doubt in sever] 
previous cases this course had been adopted. In In re St. Thomas's Doh 
Company (L. R.2 Ch. D. 116), it was done at the instance of the coi 
and on their giving certain undertakings. In Jn re The Western of 
Oil Company there appeared to be a probability of further funds coming in, 
and the petition was postponed for three months at the instance of the 
debenture-holders. Atthe end of the three months, the expected fundsnot 
having comein, a winding-up order was made. In In re The Great Westen 
Coal Consumer’s Company (L. R. 21Ch. D. 769), the petition was pos 

for six months in consequence of the wish of the debenture-holders. But 
Mr. Justice Fry said that regard must be had, not only to the wishes of the 
creditors, but to the reasons which they assigned for their wishes. And 
having regard to the circumstances, which the court must in every case 
regard, Mr. Justice Fry in that case thought it right to postpone the 
petition. Baacatiay, L.J., said that he gave his entire assent to what was 
said by Jessel, M.R., in In re The Uruquay Railway Company (L. R. 11 0h 
D. 373), to the effect that, ‘‘as a general rule, an unpaid creditor of i 
company is entitled to a winding-up order ex debito justitia but that ruleis 
subject to exceptions—e.g., where all the other creditors oppose the péti- 
tion, and it appears that the petitioning creditor will not bein a better posi- 
tion by obtaining a winding-up order.’’ When those circumstances concurtel, 
his lordship thought the court would rightly refuse to make a winding-ip 
order, and he thought they did concur in the present ease. The petitioner 
would be in no better position if he got a winding-up order, so fat 
as any legitimate result was concerned. though the order might 
be used to bring pressure to bear on the debenture-holders to raise 
to pay him. It was said that an order that the petition should stand ove 
for six months could do no harm; but if a winding-up petition was kept 
hanging over everybody who was dealing with the company, it must 
vent the company from going on with their business. The petitioner 
derive no benefit from it. With regard to costs, if his lordship had th 
that the petitioner did not know when he presented his petition that 
would be opposed by the other creditors, he might have been 

say that he should not be ordered to pay any costs, or even possibly that 
he ought to have an order for costs as against thecompany. But, as itwa 
shown that he was informed of the views of the other creditors before hé 
presented his petition, the petition must be dismissed with costs. Cort0x, 
L.J., said there had been no attempt to show that, if a winding-up onda 
wus made, any scrap of property would come into the hands of the liqul- 
dator, even enough to pay costs. If the petition was ordered to stand 
over it must prejudice the company. They could not avail themselves of 
their power to raise fresh capital and develop their business. No ot 
under such circumstances, would take shares. The existence of the p 
tion must in every possible way harass and paralyze the company. } 
was said that an order that the petition should stand over was a commie 
mise between the rights of the petitioner and the wishes of the 
creditors, and that an unpaid creditor was entitled ex debito justitia tos 
winding-up order. That only meant that the creditor is entitled # 
have the assets of the company made available for the payment of 
debts, and when it would be a means of effecting that end he was entitie 
to a winding-up order. When there would be nothing available in th 
winding up for the payment of the company’s debts, the creditor was not 
entitled to a winding-up order. If an unpaid creditor was absolw 
without any exception, entitled to a winding-vp order, an order that 
yews should stand over would be an invasion of the right. His lo: 

id not mean to say that when, in order to preserve honest dealing, it 
desirable that a company should be put an end to, it might not be wouné 
uP, even if it had no assets. It was not necessary to pa an op! 
the poiut now, for the shareholders did not desire a winding up. Bow® 
L.J., was of the same opinion, He thought no one was entitled os 
winding-up order when no earthly purpose could be attained by it, am 
perhaps, the wrecking of a valuable property. Even apart from ; 
91, he thought that a creditor had no absolute right to have the 4 
of winding up put in motion against a company, and section 91 — 
the court to consider the wishes of the other creditors,—SoLicyrons; O04 
Son, § Greenip; A, Calkin Lewis, 
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Company—Winpive vp—Lrasiiiry or ConTRIBuTORY oN SHaREs 
go BE ALLoTrED.—In the case of In re The Artistic Colour Printing 
(Limited), Chappell’s case, before Chitty, J., on the 2nd inst., an 
ion was made to put the name of Mr. Chappell on the list of 
tories in respect of seventy-five shares. It appeared that Mr. 
, being the holder of shares in the company, upon becoming its 
director, to take 150 additional shares, one-third of the 
of such shares to be immediately paid, and the balance within two 
ahalf years. Mr. Chappell, upon and shortly after the agreement, 
for seventy-five shares in all, and these were duly allotted to him, 
none of the remaining seventy-five shares were ever allotted to him, 
it ing that the company had not a sufficient number of unallotted 
ae and there being at the most no more than fifty shares at any one 
time subsequently to the date of the agreement available for allotment. It 
yas submitted, on behalf of the respondent, that he could not be called upon 
to pay anything whatever in respect of the seventy-five unallotted shares. 
Gurry, J., said that the agreement to take the shares must be held to be 
one which was to be performed at the time of making it, and therefore 
ge which could not be satisfied by the company subsequently creating, 
under its articles of association, new shares, and offering these. Although 
sre that at the date of the.agreement there was in existence a 
+ number of shares unallotted, or under the control of the company, 
yetthe company allotted to the respondent a portion only of the whole 
gmber. The respondent could not afterwards be compelled to take a 
only of the remaining shares agreed to be paid for. An agreement to 
i sereniy-Ave shares could no more be satisfied by an offer of fifty shares 
than an agreement to buy seventy-five sacks of corn could be held to be 
wmplied with by an offer to deliver fifty sacks and no more. It was said 
that, as the respondent was a director, he must be held to be responsible 
for having allotted shares which, if unallotted, would have produced the 
fallnumber which he had agreed to take. But to have allotted -shares 
was no breach of duty on the part of the respondent as a director, nor was 
healone responsible for a matter in which the company itself, as repre- 
sented by its directors, must be said to have acted. If the company had 
tamed out a success, it was perfectly true that the respondent could not 
have complained of not having received his shares, because he had been, 
asa director, party to a course of action which rendered it impossible for 
the company to have performed their contract with him; but the defence 
ofthe company against any action by the respondent would have been the 
same as the respondent’s answer to the company now—namely, that the 
party complaining had been party to the act complained of. For these 
reasons, and as there had been nothing done which constituted any new 
ent between the company and the respondent, it could not be held 
the respondent was a contributory in respect of the seventy-five 
shares. As, however, there had been mistakes in the mode of carrying on 
the business of the company, the respondent could not be allowed costs.— 
Soucrrors, Watkin ; Pitts. 





Serrtewent—Monry rx Covrt—Sare ny Tenant ror Lire—PayMent 
ovr To Trustres—Lanps Crauses Consonrpation Act, 1845, ss. 7, 69— 
Bermep Lanp Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 38), s. 2, sun-sEcTION 8; ss. 22, 

—In the case of In ve The Duke of Rutland’s Settlement, before Chitty, 
, On the 7th inst., a petition was presented by the trustees of a settle- 
ment for payment out to them of a sum of money paid into court under 
the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, in respect of a sale of lands 
comprised in the settlement to a school board. It appeared that the 
trustees had a power of sale but no power to sell, reserving the minerals, 
ahd as it was desired to reserve the minerals the sale to the school board 

effected by the tenant for life under the 7th section of the Lands 
Consolidation Act. It being admitted that the trustees could not 
tive the money under the 69th section of the Act as persons absolutely 
tititled, the question arose whether by virtue of the provisions of the 
tiled Land Act, 1882, the court had jurisdiction to make the order. 
, J., said that the trustees appeared to be trustees of the settlement 
the purposes of the Act, within the terms of the Settled Land Act, 
18, 8. 2, sub-section 8, or, m other words, if the sale had been effected 
ider the provisions of that Act the trustees would have been the proper 
ersons to receive the purchase-money. The Settled Land Act was an 
which should be liberally construed. He therefore thought that the 
court had, under the 22nd and 32nd sections of the Act, when read together, 
er to treat the purchase-money as capital money arising under the 
and, the tenant for life being a party to the petition, to make the order 
88 prayed.—Soricrrors, Lee, Ockerby, § Everington, for Thurman § Slack, 
Iikeston ; @. L. P. Eyre § Co. 





Practice—Wnair my Action—Inporsement or ApprEss—Rxestpence— 
Parse Appress—Lrave to Amenp—Rvuxs or Court, 1875, onp. 4, rr. 1, 
81—Orpver 49.—In the case of Mee v. Denbigh, before Chitty, J., on 
29th ult., a motion was made by the defendants to set aside the writ 

of summons in the action on the ground that the address indorsed by the 
one was illusory and fictitious. It appeared that the writ had been 
when the plainti was in prison eanving a twelve months’ sentence, 

and was indorsed with an address at a place where the plaintiff's nephew 
, and where the plaintiff had lodged for three weeks whilst avoiding 
arest. The plaintiff submitted that the address was the best ble one 
theplaintift could give, and, as the evidence showed that letters addressed 
a address would find their way to the plaintiff, and as the writ was 
ed ¥ & respectable firm of solicitors who stated their address for 

» the contention of the defendants that the address was illusory 

could not be substantiated. The defendants submitted that the plaintiff 
and either give security for costs or pay costs up to date of 
Currry, J,, said that when ord. 4, r. 1, of the Rules of 


i 





Court, 1875, was ee with the subsequent rules of the same order, a 
distinction seemed to be taken between the address and place of residence 
of the plaintiff; but the interpretation to be put on ord. 4, r. 1, must be 
that ‘‘the address’’ of the plaintiff must indicate residence. In the 
present case the plaintiff appeared not to have resided at the address he 
gave except for a time when he was roving about and trying to — the 
hand of justice. When the writ was actually issued he was in gaol, and 
he ought to have stated that he was residing there. The address given 
could not be said to be the address of the plaintiff within the terms of the 


rule. The defendants, therefore, were right in their motion, it 
might have been otherwise had the plaintiff, although in gaol, had a 
of residence and given it as his address. His lordship, however, was 


satisfied that the address was not given for mere purposes of deception, 
and when the facts of the solicitors’ address being on the writ, and of the 
defendants’ ability to reach the plaintiff by letter at the address he gave, 
were taken into consideration, his lordship was of opinion that, in the 
exercise of the power confered on the court by order 59, which provided that 
non-compliance with the rules should not render proceedings void, and 
gave the judge a discretionary power, the proper course was not to order 
the plaintiff to find security for costs, but to grve him leave to amend, con- 
ditionally upon his first paying the costs of the motion.—Soxrcrrors, 
Ullithorne, Currey, § Villiers, for Sargent ¢ Son, Birmingham; Bellamy, 
Strong, § Baker, for H. D. Crompton, Birmingham. 





LeasE—Option to PurcuasE Fee—Nature or INTEREST CREATED IN 
LessEE—Witt—Consrruction—Precatory Trust.—In a case of In re 
Adams and The Kensington Vestry, before Pearson, J., on the 7th inst., a 
question arose as to the nature of the interest created in a lessee by a 
covenant on the part of the lessor to give him an option to purchase at a 
specified price the fee simple of the demi property. é Tease 
executed in September, 1819, and was for a term of sixty years from Mid- 
summer, 1819, and there was in it a covenant by the lessor, for himself, 
his heirs, executors, and administrators, with the lessee, his executors 
administrators, and assigns, that, if the lessee, his executors, administra- 
tors or assigns, should at any time or times thereafter be desirous of pur- 
chasing the fee simple and inheritance of the demised pro , and of 
such desire should give notice in writing to the lessor, his heirs or assigns, 
then the lessor, his heirs or assigns, would, within one month after the 
receipt of the notice, make out a title to the demised property, and also 
accept the sum of £1,200 in full for the purchase of the fee simple and 
inheritance, and on receipt thereof would, at the cost of the lessee, his 
executors or administrators, convey the fee simple and inheritance, free 
from incumbrance, to the lessee, his heirs and asaigns, or as he or 
they should direct. The lessee died in 1858, intestate, leaving a widow 
and children. In 1877 his heir-at-law and administrator gave notice to 
the devisee of a person who had, through the lessor, become entitled to 
the reversion in fee, of his desire to exercise the option of purchase con- 
tained in the lease, and in July, 1877, the devisee, in pursuance of the 
notice, conveyed the reversion in fee to the lessee’s heir-at-law im fee, he 
paying the £1,200 out of his own money. In 1882 he entered into an 
agreement to sell the property, and on his delivering an abstract of his 
title the purchaser objected that the vendor could not make a good title 
without the concurrence of the next of kin of the original Jessee. Prar- 
son, J., allowed the objection. He said that it was to decide 
whether the option to purchase, being unlimited in duration, was or was not 
void as a violation of the rule against perpetuities, for the covenant had been 
treated as vahd, and acted on, and it was not disputed that the legal estate in 
fee was vested in the vendor. His lordship would not express any ion . 
one way or the other on this point, for it was immaterial. But the vendor 
obtained the conveyance as i tor of the lessee. It was argued 
that, though the lease was personal estate of the lessee, the covenant 
gave him an equitable interest in real estate, which vested in him 
separately from the lease, and descended to his heir. His lordship could 


not accede to this view. He thought that the aption went with the lease, 
that it would have passed by an assignment of the that it mus 


of the lessee was nece 








of kin 2 
Another objection to the title arose thus. The person who had 
conveyed the fee simple to the vendor was the widow of the 


revious owner. He, devised, and bequeathed 
his real and personal estate “‘unto, and to the absolute use af, 
my wife, her heirs, executors, administrators, and assigns, in full 
confidence that she will do what is right as to the disposal thereof between 
my children, either in her lifetime, or by will after her decease.” 

urchaser objected that these words created a precatory trust for 
Benefit of the testator’s children, and that a title could not be 
without the concurrence of those children. nN, J., overruled 
objection. Having regard to the decision of the Court of 
Lambe v. Eames (19 W. R. 659, L. R. 6 Ch. 597), the observations 
made, and the decision of Jessel, M.R., in Jn re Hutchinson v. Tenant 
8 Ch. D. 540), his lordship held that the widow took an absolute in 
under the will, not subject to any trust. If he was to construe 
as imposing a trust, he should be making the will absolutely 
to itself. For there was, in the first place, as absolute a gift 
to the wife for her own use and benefit, and, 2f the subseq 
created a trust for the children, the wife would be exeluded 
benefit whatever. She must dis of the property, during 
by will, for the benefit of her children. His lordship was 
that the tendency of the modern authorities was in favour 
that gifts of this kind were not intended to create a trust, 
the confidence which the testator felt in his wife as a peason 
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an absolute gift to her.—Souicrrors, Pontifer, Hewitt, § Pitt; Lucas $ 
Sons. 





Venpor AND PurcuasER—Oxsections To T1trLE—Norice or Trust.—In a 
case of In re Harman and The Uxbridge Railway Company, before Pearson, 
J., on the 26th ult., a question arose as to notice of a trust from the 
recitals in a deed. Under a contract for the sale of real estate in fee 
simple, entered into in December, 1882, the vendor was bound to deliver 
an abstract of his title to such an extent as the purchaser’s solicitor should 
require, and to declare a good title. The abstract commenced with a 
mortgage in fee, dated in September, 1840, to W. Beeby, and in this deed 
there was nothing to show that the mortgagee was not the absolute bene- 
ficial owner of the mortgage-money. He died in March, 1842, having by 
his will, dated in June, 1840, appointed his wife and two other persons 
executrix and executors, and having devised his real estate and bequeathed 
the residue of his personal estate to the same three persons on certain 
trusts for the benefit of his wife and children. He also devised his trust 
and mortgage estates to the same three persons on the trusts and subject 
to the equities affecting the same respectively. The widow alone proved 
the will, and the other two trustees disclaimed the trusts. In 1850 the 
widow instituted a suit to foreclose the mortgage, and in 1854 she obtained 
an order of foreclosure absolute. In August, 1865, by a deed indorsed on 
the mortgage deed, she conveyed the property in fee to three persons 
named Knightley, Cox, and Walter Beeby, as joint tenants at law and in 
equity, receiving no pecuniary consideration from them. This deed con- 
tained a recital that the testator held the money secured by the mortgage 
on an account under which Knightley, Cox, and Walter Beeby were then 
solely entitled thereto, as was thereby acknowledged, whereby the widow, 
as trustee under the testator’s will, was trustee only of the property com- 

rised in the mortgage for Knightley, Cox, and Walter Beeby, and they 
had requested her to convey the property tothem. The present vendor 
derived title to the property under a conveyance from these three persons. 
The purchasers required the vendor to produce evidence of the truth of 
the recital in the deed of August, 1865, that Knightley, Cox, and Walter 
Beeby were entitled to the mortgage-money. And, assuming that the 
testator was a trustee of the mortgage-money, the purchasers required the 
vendor to show that the property sold was comprised in the trust; that 
Knightley, Cox, and Walter Beeby were duly appointed to succeed 
William Beeby im the trust ; and that they had an effectual power of sale 
and of giving receipts for the purchase-money. The vendor was unable 
to comply with these requisitions, and the purchasers declined to accept 
the title. The vendor then took out a summons under the Vendor and 
Purchaser Act, 1874, asking a declaration that a good title had been 
shown. On behalf of the purchasers it was contended that, primd facie, 
the mortgage-money was the testator’s own money; that there was no 
evidence of any trust except by the recital in the deed of August, 1865; 
and that the testator’s devisee and executrix could not by any recital or 
acknowledgment bind the interests cf the cestuis que trustent under his will. 
If the mortgage-money (and the mortgaged estate when foreclosed) was the 
testator’s own property, it wasa breach of trust for his trustee to convey 
it away without any consideration, and the purchasers had sufficient notice 
of the breach of trust to render them liable to make it good. If, on the 
other hand, the mortgage-money was trust-money, and consequently the 
mortgaged property, when foreclosed, trust property, it must be shown 
that the persons who purported to act as trustees were duly appointed, and 
that they had a power of sale. Pzanrson, J., held that a good title had 
been shown by the vendor. He said that the deed of August, 1865, being 
indorsed on the mortgage deed, it was plain that the widow was dealing 
with her title as mortgagee; that she was entitled to the mortgage-money 
and nothing more. It was said that the recital in the indorsed deed was 
not one on which the purchasers could safely rely. It was admitted, how- 
ever, that the ordinary practice, when a mortgage was made to trustees, 
was to keep the trusts off the mortgage deed, and to introduce a recital 
that the mortgage-money belonged to the mortgagees on a joint 
account, and when this was done the court had always refused to make 
any inquiry as to the trusts. To hold that the recital in the present case 
would not protect the purchaser would be to defeat this settled practice. 
The result would be that it would have been almost impossible for the 
widow to dispose of the property without a suit to administer her hus- 
dand’s estate. There being such a recital in the deed, the trustees (if 
there was a trust) were entitled to sell the property as absolute owners.— 
Soxscrrons, Paterson, Sons, & Garner ; Burdett, Cunningham, § Co. 





Brracu oy Covenant—Forrerrvnr—Retier—Conveyanctne Act, 1881, 

- 8. 14.—The case of Ebiets v. Booth, in which Mr. Justice Stephen delivered 
{ a written jalpment on the 6th inst., involved a question as to the circum- 
stances in relief against forfeiture can be given under the Convey- 
ancing Act. In May, 1840, the trustees of the estate of the parish of 
Botolph Without, Bishopsgate, at the request of the churchwardens, 
— to Thomas Roun a piece of land in the City-road, with the Eagle 
ern boy it, fora term of years to expire at Michaelmas, 1898, at a 

50. The lessee covenanted to use the Kagle Tavern for an ‘inn, 

tavern, or public-house,”” and to conduct it in a proper and orderly 
manner 60 as to afford no just or reasonable ground for the withdrawing 
or withholding of all or any of the licences for the sale of beer, ale, wine, 


and as now and hereinbefore used and accustomed,’’ and 
to do what be necessary to obtain the renewal of the licence, There 
was a for re-entry on breach of the covenants. The lease con- 
tained no covenant as to the manner in which the other part of the land 


leased by it was to be used. The lease was now vested in the plaintiff as 
trustee of Thomas Roun, On the 24th of March, 1851, Roun demised part 
of the property comprised in his lease to one Oliver for forty-seven years, 






less ten days, at a rent of £350. This demise comprised the Eagle Tavern 
and a large open space behind it, surrounded on two sides by houses 

were not included in the underlease. Oliver covenanted with Roun ag} 
the use of the Eagle Tavern m the same terms as the covenant in the 


=e 


original lease, and also covenanted not to do or permit any act which woulj a 
be an annoyance to the tenants of any of the messuages belon; to Ronn if the 
or the trustees of the parish. There was no such covenant as this in th, aed 
original lease. Oliver assigned the underlease to Clark, who afterwanj 
assigned to the defendant Booth. The part of the premises which won im 2),* 
included in the lease of 1840, and which were not included in the underleage, forfeit 


& 
= 


had been built upon ; and the rent of the houses erected on thi of the 
— constituted a net profit to Roun’s estate in 1882 of £950a 

e lessees of the Eagle Tavern had used the ground included in theirleng 
for purposes of amusement, and a large business had been attracted to th 


Eagle; according to one witness the receipts for liquors varied from $7 por to | 
to £900 per month. Booth, the originator of the Salvation Army, His lor 
to obtain possession of the Eagle, and the ground held with it, in order my on 
use it for religious purposes and the moral improvement of the neighboy. # h 
hood, obtained an assignment from Clark of the underlease, for w There 

stated, he paid £16,750, and after taking possession his alterations ang jm 1 ie: 


additions brought that sum up to £20,000. In order to effect his objects 
he solicited subscriptions by letters addressed to the newspapers, public 
addresses, &c. Ina letter to the Guardian he said :—‘‘ Your readers will 
rejoice with us in the prospect of getting the above premises transformed 
into a house of mercy for the multitude of poor souls which have hitherto 
been ensnared and ruined amid the fascinating scenes of ungodliness which 
have been witnessed there.’’ He also said that the Salvation Army “‘ would 
be able to attract tens of thousands to the Eagle who had drunk damnation 
end served the devil there before, and where they would convert them,” 
The plaintiff, regarding these and other similar statements as showing a 
intention to use the Eagle Tavern for purposes inconsistent with the coven. 
dut in both the leases, issued the writ in this action, and applied to Kay, 
J., for an injunction to restrain the defendant from doing this. Booth, 

answer to this, filed an affidavit in which, without distinctly saying so, he 
implied that he had abandoned his intention. of converting the * 
Tavern into a temperance hotel. Acting upon this affidavit Kay, J, 
refused the injunction and made no order as to costs. On the 10th of 
August, 1882, the Salvation Army took possession. On the 22nd of 
September the place was first opened for services in a similar manner—the 
Army arriving in a procession. Disturbances arose, and eventually Booth 
determined to discontinue the processions and to confine his services to the 
inside of the grounds. The licences of the Eagle Tavern were granted by 
magistrates, and there was no evidence that any special notice was ever 
given them of Booth’s intentions in respect of it. The tavern itself hal 
been, and was still, carried on as a temperance hotel. [t was proved that 
the managers of the hotel made a practice of asking persons who applied 
for beds questions as to their religious opinions. Upon these facts the 
defendant contended that the covenants of the lease had not been broken, 
and if they had, then he asked for relief against the forfeiture of the lease 
under the Conveyancing Act, s.14. The statement of claim prayed only 
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an injunction, costs, damages, &c. It did not specially mention forfeiture Me, F 
or judgment in ejectment. But the case was argued on both sides on the medic 
issue of forfeiture. Sreruen, J., stated the facts as above and commented capab 
on Booth’s affidavit, which he thought had misled Mr. Justice Kay, quest 
His lordship had no doubt that the covenant, as to quiet and orderly use, wah 
&c., in the lease of 1851, had been broken by the defendant, both by the hat ' 
disturbances and noise of his services. He had equally little doubt that fon th 
such breaches of covenant are cases in respect of which relief ought to the 
be granted under the Conveyancing Act. He thought, therefore, 

it stood alone, he ought to declare that there had been a breach of thi 4 
covenant involving a forfeiture, and that the defendant would be relieved i 
from it on the terms of an injunction to observe the covenants for tht te 
future. But this covenant did not stand alone, for as regarded , 


covenant as to the public-house that question, both as to the forfeitum 
and the relief, was much more difficult. The defendant submitted thal, 
this covenant was satisfied by keeping the Eagle as an.‘‘inn,’’ though 20 
spirituous liquors were sold at it. His lordship could not, however, h 
said, adopt that view. He had great doubt whether, in the expressidl 
‘finn, tavern, or public-house,” the word ‘‘or’’ was disjunctive, ai 
whether it did not rather call the same thing by two ‘erent names 
At all events, he should think it meant an inn for the reception of g 
for the night. The covenant would thus mean, ‘‘You must use 
Eagle as a place for the sale of spirituous liquors, whether you re¢ 
guests for the night as well or not.’’ His lordship was of opinion, ther 
fore, that the covenant was broken by the defendant in carrying on the 
business of the Eagle as a temperance hotel. He considered that Boot 
had conducted himself in a manner which was likely to endanger 
licence, and had incurred a double forfeiture. The final question 
whether, under the circumstances, the case was one in which lordship} 
could and should permit relief under the Act of 1881. For obviow 
reasons, he would be glad to do so if he could.” It would certainly 
pity that Booth should lose the £20,000 which he had laid out on @ 
undertaking. He had, therefore, considered the matter most careftl 
{His lordship then read section 14 of the Conveyancing Act, 1882. 
construction had yet been - upon it, and it did not say that the 
as to forfeiture was by it abolished. Nor did it say how far its p i 
were to be observed. Though it applied to underleases as well a6!) 
leases, it gave the court no power to deal with lessors who were strange?) 
to an action before it—an omission particularly em in te) 
present case, It said only that re was to be had to the conduct am 
‘macnn of the parties, and all the surrounding circumstances. # 
each was not one for which relief would have ven 
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Act, His lordship could not see what terms he could jmpose up 
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e Tar, jdendant which would secure the plaintiff against p ings at the suit 
he. Wi landlords, the trustees of the parish of St. Botolph. ‘The covenant 
DUN a8 fy shout the annoyance of Roun was free from this difficulty, as there was 
t it the covenant in the inferior lease, but that about using and keeping 
ch woul uy the Bagle as a public-house was contained in both leases. Consequently, 
to Row, fa i ‘the defendant were relieved as against the plaintiff, the latter might be 
is in the ed by the inferior landlord, and if the inferior landlord set aside the 
| tiff’s lease, the defendant’s lease, which depended upon it, would go 
ich were yo; and the trustees would—unless relief were granted—be obliged to 
derlease forfeit the £950 a year profit as rent of the plaintiff's property, as well as 
rt of the jay the tenure of the defendant. It was said that Booth’s intentions were 
da and philanthropic, and that the Salvation Army was a useful 
eins dy, and that for this reason the lease should not be forfeited. His 
d to the i said he did not feel entitled to give weight to such arguments, 
om $7) fy wrt express any opinion whatever on the character of the movement. 
desing His ip, in conclusion, said that he regretted that the defendant or 
order ty jm sy one else should have to lose such an amount, and if he could have 
ghbour. fy sen his es f to have relieved him he would have willingly done so. 
hich, he a There would be judgment for the plaintiff for possession and costs. 
ons & If the parties desired to appeal, execution would be stayed for four days. 


-fouicitors, Whittington, Son, § Barker ; Clarke § Caikin. 
Wui—Testamentary Capacitry—ExecutTion ny Proxy—KNowLeDGE 
@g Contents.—In the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division, on 


aun hh inet. the caso of Parker v. Frigate was tried before 'the 
8 t of the Division and a special jury. e plaintiffs propounded, 
6 bi /sexecutors, the will, bearing date the 29th of August, 1882, of Georgiana 
nation a Aunie Stevens Compton, widow, who died on the 2nd of September, 1882. 
them," fm ihedefendants, the father of the deceased and the trustee in bankruptcy 
ving ay ae ther father and brother, alleged in their statements of defence that the 
coven. A Wil was not duly executed, that the deceased was not of sound mind, 
to ad did not understand the effect of the will, and that certain clauses had 


ben inserted in the will without her consent. The clauses referred to 
wee a direction that a legacy of £500 to the father, and one of £250 to 
the brother, of the deceased, should be paid to them for their personal 


ay, J, jm wand a direction that a bequest of £1,200 to a charity should go to the 
10th of (| members of her family in the event of the charity being unable to take it. 
Qnd of me that the deceased, who was in failing health, had several 
sta-the fm ilerviews with her solicitor, Mr. Parker (one of the plaintiffs), on the 
Booth Mm Mbject of her will, when she discussed the contingency of the bankruptcy 
: tothe fm wher father and brother, and expressed a wish that their legacies should 
ted by be secured for themselves, ‘‘in case anything should happen.” She also 
as ever her wishes as to the legacy to the charity. On the 22nd of 
olf had fy August, 1882, the father and brother were adjudicated bankrupts, and on 
od that fy the 26th of A t, the deceased became weaker, and coma set in, and Mr. 
pplied Parker having left London for the vacation, the family of the deceased 
ots the fe “MMunicated with his partner, who engrossed the will from the draft 
roken, by Mr. Parker. On the 29th of August, in the presence of three 
e lease men, and of several other persons, the will was executed and 
d only (™ tested, the signature of the testatrix being written by a Mrs. Flack. 
feitur: a Mt. Parker was called as a witness by the plaintiffs, as well as the three 
on the ff Medical men, who stated that the testatrix, though in a comatose state, was 
ented fe “Pable of being roused, and could speak or make signs in reply to 

Kay, questions. One of the medical men held the will in front of her, and 
y use, fe Mused her by rustling the paper, and then said, ‘‘ This is your will; do you 
yy the wish this wmf to sign it?’’ She replied, ‘‘ Yes’’; and he stated that, as 
‘that Mi fitas he could judge, she understood what she was doing. The counsel 


for the defendants called no witnesses. Hannen, P., in summing up the case 
ght said that if a person has given instructions to a solicitor to 
a will, 


Ss 


BE 


f this and the solicitor draws a will accordingly, the will is valid 
ieved ME U the testator assents to his signature being put to it, while accept- 
r the what is done by the solicitor as a carrying out of his instructions. 
d the the first question would be whether the testatrix, when the will 


ed, knew and remembered all the instructions which she had 
vi her solicitor. Next, if she did not recollect in detail all the 
Mctions which she had given, was her mental condition such that, if 
i clause of the will had been read to her, and she had been asked 
er each clause was in accordance with her wishes, could she have 
avered intelligibly? With reference to the contents of the will, the 
f must consider whether the instructions given to Mr. Parker had 
Wititied the insertion of the two clauses in dispute ; but even if either or 
ti of them had been inserted without instructions, the rest of the will 
git stand good. He accordingly left to the jury the following questions 
2) Did the deceased, when the will was executed, remember and under- 
the instructions which she had given to Mr. Parker? (2) Could she, 
ithad been thought advisable to rouse her, have understood each clause of 
the will ? and (3) Was she capable of understanding, and did she under- 
that she was soe will, for which she had given instructions ? 
ue jury answered the two first questions in the negative, and the third 
in the affirmative, and also found that the testatrix had given 
, for the insertion in the will of the clauses as to the bankruptcy, 
4s to the bequest to the charity. The court pronounced for the will, 
Costs.—Soxicrrors, Parker ¢ Co. ; Hunt. 


gd 


Ss & 


| ee 









CASES BEFORE THE BANKRUPTCY REGISTRARS 
Before Mr. REGISTRAR Murray (sitting as Chief Judge). 
July 11.—Re J. H. P. Marsh. 
Bankrupt refusing to join in a conveyance to a purchaser from the 
of his estate—Bankruptoy Act, 1869, s. 19—Power of court 
to compel bankrupt to ponent @ conveyance or assignment at the 


In 1878, one Marsh was adjudged bankrupt, and Edward Maccall 
became the trustee of his estate. The bankrupt’s trustee was entitled to 
and possessed of, through the bankrupt, the reversion in fee of certain 
freehold premises situate in the city of London. Upon the attempted sale 
of the said interest to a purchaser from the trustee, it was insisted that 
the bankrupt should join in the proposed deed of conveyance as ‘“‘a 
beneficial owner.’’ The bankrupt, through his solicitors, refused to join 
as requested, and to execute the proposed deed of conveyance; but no 
offer was made by the bankrupt, or on his behalf, to sign any deed or 
assignment whatsoever. F 

The trustee now applied to the court for an order directing the bank- 
rupt to join in the conveyance. 

Woolf, in support of the trustee’s application.—This is a case clearly 
within the 19th section of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. The refusal of the 
bankrupt is clearly wrongful. [He referred to Robson, p. 634; Griffith & 
Holmes, pp. 511, 1140; Selkrig v. Davies, 2 Rose, 291.] 

Reed, for the bankrupt, contrd.—The bankrupt cannot be compelled to 
execute any such deed. He cannot be directed to join as ‘‘a beneficial 
—— That would be to saddle the bankrupt with an unlimited future 

‘ability. 

Mr. Recistrar Murray, having taken time to consider, on this day in 
giving judgment said, after referring to the facts of the case, that the 
application was made under section 19 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. This 
is a case of first impression so far as the present law is concerned, and 
consequently no case has been cited on the subject except cases under the 
older statutes. The present enactments on the subject are very wide, and 
the preamble to the section is worthy of much attention, and the bankrupt 
is directed to assist to the utmost of his power. There are no rules of 
court in existence on this subject. There is some difference between sec- 
tion 19 of this Act and section 148 of the Act of 1849, which is a re-enact- 
ment of a corresponding section 6 Geo. 4. In ordmary cases this order 
would be one of course, but here the trustee is seeking for an order to 
compel the bankrupt to execute a deed containing clauses which would 
make him liable to all kinds of covenants for title and otherwise. I am 
of opinion that the trustee is not entitled to compel the bankrupt to execute 
such a conveyance with such clauses, and I understand the trustee is willing 
that the words in the conveyance to which exception has been taken shonld 
be expunged. Having regard to the section, I have no doubt that the 
court has power to order the bankrupt to execute a proper conveyance. 
And therefore the bankrupt must execute a proper conveyance. Such 
conveyance, so far as the bankrupt is concerned, should contain a clause 
simply confirming the conveyance by the trustee, and should not contain 
any covenants as to title or otherwise. Taking into consideration all the 
circumstances of the case, I think that the trustee is entitled to 
his costs of this application out of the estate. And the order I 
make upon the bankrupt is that that the bankrupt do, within three days 
after the trustee shall have tendered to him for execution a proper con- 
veyance, execute the same, but this is not to imply any obligation on the 

pt to enter mto any covenants as to title. 

Solicitors, Rosenthal ; Learoyd § Co. 








OBITUARY. 


MR. FREDERICK JAMES CHESTER. 


Mr. Frederick James Chester, solicitor, formerly of Elms-road, Clapham, 
but lately of Farnham, Surrey, died on the 24th of May im his seventieth 
year. Mr. Chester was admitted a solicitor in 1838, and was a member of 
the well-known firm of H. F. & E. (formerly H. & F.) Chester, of Newing- 
ton Butts, deceased, who had a large South London practice. He was 
for many years, in conjunction with his brother, the late Mr. Henry Chester, 
clerk to the Vestry of Newington. He also held the appointments of 
steward to the Manors of Sunbury and Hayling. 


MR. JOHN LANE, 


Mr. John Lane, solicitor, of Stratford-upon-Avon, died at Weston- 
super-Mare on the 17th ult. Mr. Lane was born in 1809. He was 
admitted a solicitor in 1837, and he had practised for over forty years at 
Stratford-upon-Avon. He took a very active part in local and munici 
business. He was for three years a member of the town council, but 
retired on his appointment as clerk to the borough magistrates, which 
office he held until his death. He was also clerk to the county magistrates. 
Mr. Lane was a perpetual commissioner for Warwickshire, and he had a 
very extensive private practice. At the petty sessions, on the 18th inst., 
the mayor expressed the regret with which he had heard the news of Mr. 
Lane’s death, and spoke in high terms of his character and abilities. The 
Stratford-upon-Avon Board of Guardians (of which body Mr, Lane was a 
member) have passed a vote of condolence with his family. 


SIR JAMES COCHRANE, 
Sir James Cochrane, knight, oy Sere Chief Justice of Gibraltar, died 
at Gibraltar, on the 24th ult, Sir J. Cochrane was called to the bar at the 
Inner Temple in the year 1818, and in 1830 he was appointed Attomey- 
General of Gibraltar, He held that office till 1841, when he was ted 
Chief Justice of the colony, and he was also j of the Court of Request, 





i of the trusteo of his estate. 


udge 
He received the honour of knighthood in 1845, and in 1877, after thirty. 
six years’ judicial service, he retired on a pension, The following 
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notification was published by Lord Napier of Magdala, Governor of 
Gibraltar, on Sir z Cochrane’s retirement :—‘‘ During the jong time that 
Sir J. Cochrane has presided over the Supreme Court at Gibraltar he has 
eminently maintained the high character of the bench. The clearness of 
his judgment, the wisdom of his decisions, and his personal character 
have commanded the respect of all classes of the community. He has 
done much for the lower classes, and his firmness and perfect fairness 
have helped greatly to dispel from the city of Gibraltar the crime of 
using the knife, which was unfortunately once so prevalent.” Sir J. 
Cochrane was married in 1829 to the daughter of the late Colonel William 
Haly. He became a widower in 1874, and he leaves one son and two 
daughters. 


MR. STEPHEN WILLIAMS. 

Mr. Stephen Williams, solicitor, late of 16, Bedford-row, died at his 
residence at Clapham-common, on the 28th ult., in his eighty-eighth 
year. Mr. Willams, who was almost the oldest solicitor in London, 
was admitted a solicitor in 1817, and he formerly practised in 
Bedford-row, where he had a very extensive family business. He 
was for many years associated in partnership with Mr. William 
Esdaile Winter. Mr. Williams was a perpetual commissioner for the 
county of Middlesex and the cities of London and Westminster, and 
also a commissioner for taking affidavits in the court of the Vice-Warden 
of the Stannaries in Devonshire and Cornwall. Mr. Williams had for 
some time withdrawn from his former firm, but he still continued to take 
out his certificate. 





MR. MATTHEW SYKES SCHOLEFIELD. 

Mr. Matthew Sykes Scholefield, solicitor (of the firm of Scholefield & 
Taylor), of Batley, died at that place, onthe 1st inst., from congestion of 
the lungs. Mr. Scholefield was born in 1830. He was admitted a 
solicitor in 1853, and he had resided for nearly thirty years at Batley, 
where he had an extensive private practice. He was a perpetual 
commissioner for the West Riding of Yorkshire, and clerk to the Batley 
Burial Board. He was also formerly clerk to the Sootill Local Board. He 
had been for some time in partnership with Mr. Leonard Wilson Taylor. 


MR. HARRY READ ALLEN. 


Mr. Read Allen, solicitor, of Southwold and Halesworth, was 
drowned on the 2nd inst. whilst bathing in the sea at the former place. 
Mr. Allen was admitted a solicitor in 1873, and he had a considerable 

ractice at Southwold, having also an office at Halesworth. He had 
ea for some time town clerk of the borough of Southwold, and he wus 
also clerk to the borough magistrates, and to the Southwold Harbour 
Commissioners. Mr. Allen was a perpetual commissioner for the county 
of Suffolk. His body has been found, and it is supposed that he had 
been stunned by a blow while diving. His early death has caused very 
great sorrow in the neighbourhood. 

MR. FREDERICK WILLIAM POUGET CLEVERTON. 

Mr. Frederick William Pouget Cleverton, solicitor, of Saltash, Plymouth, 
died about a fortnight ago. Mr. Cleverton was admitted a solicitor in 
1839, and he had been for several years in partnership with his son, Mr. 
Frederick William Cleverton, who was admitted a solicitor in 1865. The 
deceased was a perpetual commissioner for Devonshire and Cornwall, and 
he held several umportant appointments. He had been for several years 
town clerk, clerk to the magistrates, and clerk of the peace for the 
borough of Saltash, and he was also clerk to the St. German’s Highway 
Board, and clerk to the Plympton St. Mary and St. German’s Boards of 
Guardians, Assessment Committees, and Rural Sanitary Authorities, and 
superintendent registrar. The St. German’s Board of Guardians have 
passed a vote of condolence with the family of Mr. Cleverton. 








MR. JOHN PRESCOD WOOD. 

Mr. John Prescod Wood, solicitor, of York, died at Filey, on the th9 
inst., after several months’ illness. Mr. Wood was the son of Mr. John 
Wood, of York, and was born in 1825. He was educated at St. Peter’s 
Grammar School, York, and he was admitted a solicitor in 1846, after 
serving his articles with his father. In 1853, he became coroner for 
the city of York, and in 1857 he was appointed deputy coroner 
for the York Division of the county. In 1875, on his father’s death, 
he was unanimously elected coroner for the division, and he then 
became head of his firm, Messrs. Henry Wood and John Richardson 
Wood being associated in partnership with him. Mr. Wood was a 

commissioner for the city of York, and for the North and East 
i of Yorkshire. He was solicitor for the York New Waterworks 
Company, and his private practice was very large. He was vice-president 
of the York and Yorkshire Law Society for the year 1877, and he was a 
director of the Yorkshire Fire and Life Insurance Company, and of the 
York Union Bank. His death is universally regretted at York. Mr. 
Wood was married to a daughter of the Rev. Thomas Richardson, and he 
leaves seven sons and one daughter. 





On the 11th inst., in the House of Commons, Mr. W. H. Smith gave 
notice of his intention, on Civil Service Estimates, vote 5, class 4, relating 
to the Courts of Justice, to move a nominal reduction, in order to bring 
to the notice of the Committee the delays which occur in the Chancery 
Division of the High Court of Justice. 
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THE COSTS ORDER. 


Tue following are the provisions of rule 25 of this Order as to ‘* Special 
allowances and general provisions”? :— 

25. The following special allowances and general regulations shall apply 
to all proceedings and all taxations in the Supreme Court of Judicatuge, 

1. As to writs of summons requiring special indorsement, and ag 
special cases, pleadings, and affidavits in answer to interrogatories, qq 
other special affidavits, and admissions under order xxxii. rule 4, the 
taxing officer may, in lieu of the allowances for instructions gy 

reparing or drawing, and attendances, make such allowances for wo 
fatioar, and expenses in or about the preparation of such documents ag 
his discretion he may think proper. 

2. As to drawing any pleading or other document, the fees allows 
shall include any copy made for the use of the solicitor, agent, or client, 
or for counsel to settle. 

8. As to instructions to sue or defend, or the pepe of briefs, i 
the taxing officer shall on special grounds consider the fee in either g¢ 
provided inadequate, he may make such further allowance as he shall 
his discretion consider reasonable. 

4. As to affidavits, when there are several deponents to be sworn, oF 
is necessary for the purpose of an affidavit being sworn to go toa di 
or to employ an agent, such reasonable allowance may be made as the 
taxing officer in his discretion may think fit. 

5. The allowances for instructions and drawing and affidavit in answerty 
interrogatories and other special affidavits, and attending the d 
to be sworn, include all attendances on the deponent to settle and 


over. 

6. As to delivery of pleadings, services, and notices, the fees are no 
to be allowed when the same solicitor is for both parties, unless # 
be necessary for the purpose of making an affidavit of service. 

8. As to perusals the fees are not to apply where the same solicitor isfg 
both parties. 

8. Where the same solicitor is employed for two or more defendants, 
and separate pleadings are delivered or other proceedings had by or for 
two or more such defendants separately, the taxing officer shall consideria 
the taxation of such solicitor’s bill of costs either between party and patty 
or between solicitor and client, whether such separate pleadings or othe 
proceedings were necessary or proper, and if he is of opinion that any part 
of the costs occasioned thereby has been unnecessarily or improperly 
incurred, the same shall be disallowed. 

9. As to evidence, such just and reasonable charges and expenst 
as appear to have been properly incurred in procuring evidence, and th 
attendance of witnesses, are to be allowed. 

10. As to agency correspondence, in country agency actions, ani 
matters, if it be shown to the satisfaction of the taxing officer that such 
correspondence has been special and extensive, he is to be at liber 
to make such special allowance in respect thereof as in his discretion he 
may think proper. 

11. As to the attendance of solicitors upon the registrars in th 
Chancery Division for the purpose of settling the terms of 
judgments or orders, the taxing officer may in such cases as are pro' 
for by order Ixii. rule 17, make such special allowances in respect thereat 
as he shall consider reasonable. 

12. As to attendances at the judges’ chambers, where, from the ers 
of the attendance, or from the difficulty of the case, the judge or 
shall think the highest of the fees an insufficient remuneration for the se 
vices performed, or where the preparation of the case or matter to lay! 
before the judge or master in chambers, or on a summons, shall have 
quired skill and labour for which no fee has been allowed, the judge @ 
master may allow such fee, in lieu of the fee of £1 1s. gens not 
exceeding £2 2s., or where the higher scale is applicable £3 3s., or in pm 
ceedings to wind up a company £5 5s., as in his discretion he may 
fit; and where the preparation of the case or matter to lay it befored 
judge at chambers on a summons shall have required and received f 
the solicitor such extraordinary skill and labour as materially to coné 
to the satisfactory and speedy disposal of the business, and therefore 
appear to the judge to deserve higher remuneration than the ordinary 
fees, the judge may allow to the solicitor, by a memorandum in writing} 
expressly made for that purpose and signed by the judge, spectiving 
tinctly the grounds of such allowance, such fee, not exceeding 10 
as aie discretion he may think fit, mstead of the fees of £2 2s., £3 9% 
and £5 5s. 

13. As to attendances at the judges’ chambers, where by reason 
the non-attendance of any party (unless it be considered expedient to pt 
ceed ex parte), or where by reason of the neglect of any party in nh 
being me pvt with any proper evidence, account, or other p: 
the attendance is adjourned without any useful progress being made, & 
judge may order such an amount of costs (if any) as he shall think reasol- 
able to be paid to the party attending by the party so absent or n 
ful, or by his solicitor personally; and the party so absent or n 
is not to be allowed any fee as against any other party, or any ¢ 
fund in which any other party is interested. 

14, A folio is to comprise 72 words, every figure comprised in a colum, 
or authorized to be used, being counted as one word. 

15, Such costs of procuring the advice of counsel on the pleadings, 
evidence, and proceedings in any cause or matter as the taxing 
shall in his discretion think just and reasonable, and of procuring counsel 
to settle such pleadings and special affidavits as the taxing officer shall i» 
his disc think proper to be settled by counsel, are to be allowed: 
but as to affidavits a separate fee is not to be allowed for each 
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ut.one fee for all the affidavits proper to be so settled, which are or 
tobe filed at the same time. : 
16. As to counsel attending at judges’ chambers no costs thereof shall 
in ay case be — unless the jig certifies it to be a proper case for 
sel to attend. 
hall appl 1f. As to inspection of documents under order xxxix. rule 14, no allow- 
icatute, geisto be made for any notice or inspection, unless it is shown to 
nd as ihe satisfaction of the taxing officer that there were good and sufficient 
ies, nasons for giving such notice and making such inspection. 
le 4, the 18, As to taking copies of documents in possession of another party, or 


ions any therefrom, under rules of court or any special order, the party en- 
OF Woy to take the copy or extract is to pay the solicitor of the party pro- 
nts ag jicing the document for such copy or extract as he may, by writing, 


, at the rate of 4d. per folio; and if the solicitor of the party pro- 

-allowej the document refuses or neglects to supply the same, the solicitor 
client fe? g the copy cr extract is to be at liberty to make it, and the solici- 
torfor the party producing is not to be entitled to any fee in respect 


bal im: 19. Where any petition in a cause or matter assigned to the Chancery Divi- 
shall & tion is served, and notice is given to the party served that in case of his ap- 
peatance in court his costs will be objected to, and accompanied by a tender 
of costs for perusing the same, the amount to be tendered shall be £1 10s. 
The making such payment shall be allowed the same in his costs, 
vided such service was proper, but not otherwise; but this order is 
it prejudice to the rights of either party to costs, or to object to 
s where no such tender is made, or where the court or judge shall 
nswerty mader the party entitled, notwithstanding such notice or tender, to 
cponent pear in court. In any other case in which a solicitor of a party served 
dread essarily or properly peruses any such petition, without appearing 
thereon, he is to be allowed a fee not exceeding the amount aforesaid. 
are Tet %. The court or judge may, at the hearing of any cause or matter, or 
ness it pon any application or proceeding in any cause or matter in court or at 
| bers, and whether the same is objected to or not, direct the costs of 
or is for indorsement on a writ of summons, pleadings, summons, affidavit 
dance, notice requiring a statement of claim, notice to produce, admit, 






ndants, gf cross-examine witnesses, account, statement, procuring discovery by 
or for ; tories or order, applications for time, bills of costs, service of 
siderin td motion or summons, or other proceeding, or any part thereof, 
d patty is improper, vexatious, unnecessary, or contains vexatious or un- 
r otter necessary matter, or is of unnecessary length, or caused by misconduct or 
ny patt BE negligence, to be disallowed, or may direct the taxing officer to look into 
roperly MB the same and to disallow the costs thereof, or of such part thereof as he 

shall find to be improper, unnecessary, vexatious, or to contain unneces- 
 Penises sary matter, or to be of unnecessary length, or caused by misconduct or 
nd the tegligence ; and in such case the party whose costs are so disallowed shall 

pay the costs occasioned thereby to the other parties; and in any case 
anid where such question shall not have been raised before and dealt with by 
t such the court or judge, it shall be the duty of the taxing officer to 
liberty lookinto the same (and, as to evidence, although the same may be entered 
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astead in any decree or order) for the purpose aforesaid, and thereupon 

the same consequences shall ensue as if he had been specially directed to 

oso; and in the Queen’s Bench Division the master shall make such 
as may be required to effect the object of this rule. 

21, In any case in which, under the last preceding regulation, or any 
other rule of court, or by the order or direction of a court or judge, or 

ise, a party entitled to receive costs is liable to pay costs to any 
other party, the taxing officer may tax the costs such party is so liable to 
py, and af adjust the same by way of deduction or set-off, or may, if 
shall think fit, delay the allowance of the costs such party is entitled to 
tecéive until he has paid or tendered the costs he is liable to pay; or such 
may allow or certify the costs to be paid, and direct payment 
, and the same may be recovered by the party entitled thereto in 

the same manner as costs ordered to be paid may be recovered. 

2. Where in the Chancery Division any question as to any costs is 
wider regulation 20 dealt with at chambers, the chief clerk is to make a 
holetheréof, and state the same on his allowance of the fees for attend- 
ances at Cha:nbers, or otherwise as may be convenient for the information 
of the taxin y officer. 

%. Where any party appears upon any application or proceeding in 
court or at chambers, in which he is not interested, or upon which, accord- 

to the practice of the court, he ought not to attend, he is not to be 
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any costs of such appearatce unless the court or judge shall 
5 3A, direct such costs to be allowed. 
4. The costs of applications to extend the time for taking any proceed- 


ig shall be in the discretion of the taxing officer, unless the court ot 
shall have specially directed how the costs are to be paid or borne. 
taxing officer shall not allow the costs of more than one extension of 
» unless he is satisfied that such extension was necessary, and could 
Rot, with due diligence, have been avoided. ‘The costs of a summons to 
extend time shall not be allowed in cases to which rule 8 of order lxiv., 
es, unless the party taking out such summons has previously applied 
Eran nary te endian, and he has not given a consent to a 
sufficient extension of time, or the taxing officer shall consider there was a 
Teason for not making such application, and in case the taxing officer 
not allow the costs of such summons, and shall consider that the 
thers applying ought to pay the costs of any other party occasioned 
by, he may direct such payment, or deal with such costs, in the 
— provided by regulation 20. 
» The taxing officers of the Supreme Court, or of any division thereof, 
Po for the purpose of any proceeding before them, have power and 
ority to administer oaths, and shall, in relation to the taxation of 
» Perform all such duties as have heretofore been or are by general 
orders directed to be performed by any of the masters, taxing masters, 
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registrars, or other officers of any of the courts whose jurisdiction is by the 
principal Act transferred to the High Court of Justice or Court of Appeal, 
and shall, in respect thereof, have such powers and authorities as previous 
to the commencement of the principal Act were, or by eral orders are, 
vested in any of such officers, including examining wi s, directi 
production of books, papers, and documents, making separate certificates 
or allocaturs, requiring any party to be represented by a separate solicitor, 
and to direct and adopt all such other proceedings as could be directed 
and adopted by any such officer on references for the taxation of costs, and 
taking accounts of what is due in respect of such costs, and such 
other accounts connected therewith as may be directed by the court or a 
judge. 

: 26. Where an account consists in part of any bill of costs, the court or 
judge may direct the taxing officer to assist in settling such costs, not 
being the ordinary costs of passing the account of a receiver, and the 
taxing officer, on receiving such direction, shall proceed to tax such costs 
and shall have the same powers, and the same fees shall be payable in 
respect thereof, as if the same had been referred to the taxing officer by 
an order; and he shall return the same, with his opinion thereon, to the 
court or judge by whose direction the same were taxed. 

27. The taxing officer shall have authority to arrange and direct what 
sn are to attend before him on the taxation of costs to be borne by a 

nd or estate, and to disallow the costs of any party whose attendance 
such officer shall in his discretion consider unnecessary in consequence of 
the interest of such party in such fund or estate being small or remote, or 
sufficiently protected by other parties interested . 

28. When any party entitled to costs refuses or neglects to bring in his 
costs for taxation, or to procure the same to be taxed, and thereby 
prejudices any other party, the taxing officer shall be at liberty to certify 
the costs of the other parties, and certify such refusal or neglect, or may 
allow such party refusing or neglecting a nominal or other sum for such 
costs, so as to prevent any other party being prejudiced by such refusal or 
neglect. 

29. As to costs to be paid or borne by another party, no costs are to be 
allowed which do not appear to the taxing officer to have been n 
or proper for the attainment of justice or defending the rights of the 
party, or which appear to the taxing officer to have been incurred 
through over-caution, negligence, or mistake, or merely at the desire of 
the party. 

30. As to any work and labour properly performed and not herein pro- 
vided for, and in respect of which fees have heretofore been allowed, the 
same or similar fees are to be allowed for such work and labour as have 
heretofore been allowed. 

31. Where the plaintiff is directed to pay to the defendant the costs of 
the cause, the costs occasioned to a defendant by any amendment of the 
plaintiff's pleadings shall be deemed to be part of such defendant’s costs 
in the cause (except as to any amendment which shall appear to have been 
rendered necessary by the default of such defendant); but there shall 
be deducted from such costs any sum which may have been paid by the 
plaintiff according to the course of the court at the time of any amend- 
ment. 

32. Where upon any taxation a plaintiff who has obtained a judgment 
with costs is not allowed the costs of any amendment of his pleadings on 
the ground of the same having been unnecessary, the defendant’s costs 
oceasioned by such amendment shall be taxed, and the amount thereof 
deducted from the costs to be paid by the defendant to the plaintiff. 

33. Where an action or petition is dismissed with costs, or a motion is 
refused with costs, or any costs are by any general or special order ordered 
to be paid, the taxing officer may tax such costs without any order referring 
the same for taxation, unless the court or a judge upon the application of 
the party alleging himself to be aggrieved prohibits the taxation of such 
costs. 

34. Where it is directed that costs shall be taxed, in case the — 
differ about the same, the party claiming the costs shall bring the bill of 
costs into the office of the proper taxing officer, and give notice of his 
having so done to the other party, and at any time within eight days after 
such notice such other party shall have liberty to mspect the same without 
fee, if he thinks fit. And at or before the expiration of the eight days, or 
such further time as the taxing officer shall in his discretion allow, such 
other party shall either agree to pay the costs, or signify his dissent there- 
from, and shall thereupon be at liberty to tender a sum of money for the 
costs ; but where he makes no such tender, or where ae claiming the 
costs refuses to accept the sum so tendered, the taxing officer shall proceed 
to tax the costs; and where the taxed costs shall not exceed the sum 
tendered, the costs of the taxation shall be borne by the party claiming the 
costs. 

35. Where any costs are by any judgment or order directed to be taxed 
and to be paid out of any money or fund in court, the taxing officer in 
his certificate of taxation shail state the total amount of all such costs as 
taxed without any direction for that purpose in such judgment or order. 

36. The allowances in respect of fees to the conveyancing counsel of the 
court and to any accountants, merchants, engineers, actuaries, and other 
scientific persons to whoni any question is referred, shall be regulated by 
the taxing officers, subject to appeal to the court or Judge, whose decision 
shall be final. 

37. The rules, orders, and practice of any court whose jurisdiction is 
transferred to the High Court of Justice or Court of Appeal, relating to 
costs, and the allowance of the fees of solicitors and attorneys, and the 
taxation of costs, existing prior to the commencement of the principal Act, 
shall, in so far as they are not inconsistent with the princi ot and 
these rules, remain in force and be ap to costs of same or 
analogous proceedings, and to the allowance of the fees of solicitors of the 
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Supreme Court and the taxation of costs in the High Court of Justice and 
Court of Appeal. 

38. As to all fees or allowances which are discretionary, the same are, 
unless otherwise provided, to be allowed at the discretion of the taxing 
officer, who, in the exercise of such discretion, is to take into consideration 
the other fees and allowances to the solicitor and counsel, if any, in respect 
of the work to which any such allowance applies, the nature and import- 
ance of the cause or matter, the amount involved, the interest of the 
parties, the fund or persons to bear the costs, the general conduct and 
costs of the proceedings, and all other circumstances; and where a party 
is entitled to sign judgment for his costs, the taxing officer, in taxing the 
costs, may allow a fixed sum for the costs of the judgment. 

39. Any party who may be dissatisfied with the allowance or disallow- 
ance by the taxing officer, in any bill of costs taxed by him, of the whole 
or any part of any item or items, may, at any time before the certificate or 
allocatur is signed, deliver to the other party interested therein, and carry 
in before the taxing officer, au objection in writing to such allowance or 
disallowance, specifying therein by a list, in a short and concise form, the 
item or items, or — or part thereof, objected to, and the grounds and 
reasons for such objections, and may thereupon apply to the taxing officer 
to review the taxation in respect of the same. 

40. Upon such application the taxing officer shall reconsider and review 
his taxation upon such objections, and he may, if he shall think fit, 
receive further evidence in respect thereof, and, if so required by either 
party, he shall state either in his certificate of taxation or allocatur, or by 
reference to such objection, the grounds and reasons of his decision 
thereon, and any special facts or circumstances relating thereto. 

41. Any party who may be dissatisfied with the certificate or allocatur 
of the taxing officer, as to any item or part of an item which may have been 
objected to as aforesaid, may, within fourteen days from the date of the 
certificate or allocatur, or such other time as the court or judge, or taxing 
officer, at the time he signs his certificate or allocatur, may allow, apply to 
a judge at chambers for an order to review the taxation as to the same 
item or part.of an item, and the judge may thereupon make such order as 
to the judge may same just ; but the certificate or allocatur of the taxing 
officer shall be final and conclusive as to all matters which shall not have 
been objected to in manner afovesaid. 

42. Such application shall be heard and determined by the judge upon 

evidence which shall have been brought in before the taxing officer, 
and no further evidence shall be received upon the hearing thereof, unless 
the judge shall otherwise direct. 

43. When a writ of summons for the commencement of an action shall 
be issued from a district registry, and when an action proceeds in a dis- 
trict registry, all fees and allowances, and rules, and directions relat- 
ing to costs, which would be applicable to such proceeding if the writ of 
summons were issued at the central office, and if the action proceeded in 
London, shall apply to such writ of summons issued from and other proceed- 
ings in the district registry. 

44. No retaining fee to counsel shall be allowed on taxation as between 


y ; 

45. Fees for conferences are not to be allowed in any cause or matter in 
addition to the solicitor’s and counsel’s fees for drawing and settling, or 
perusing any pleadings, affidavits, deeds, or other proceedings or abstracts 
of title, or for advising thereon, unless it shall appear to the taxing officer 
for some special reason that a conference was necessary or proper. 

46. In any case in which under rule 12 of this order the e of costs in 
county courts is applicable, the costs of briefing more than one counsel 
shall not be allowed, unless the taxing officer shall, for special reasons, be 
of _—— that briefing more than one counsel was proper. 

47. Where the costs of retaining two counsel may am ye be allowed, 
such allowance may be made although both such counsel may have been 
selected from the outer bar. 

48. As to refresher fees, when any cause or matter is to be tried or heard 
_— vird voce evidence in open court, if the trial shall extend over more 

one — and shall occupy either on the first day only, or partly on 

the first partly on a subsequent day or days, more than five hours, 

without being concluded, the taxing officer may allow, for every clear 

= ao to that on which the five hours shall have expired, the 
To 


; , = . from 5 to 10 guineas. 
To the second, if three, counsel P i RO OF oF a 
To the third, if three vounsel, or the second, if 
only two . " . P P pete Bi 5 

_ The like allowances may be made where the evidence in chief is not taken 
vied voce, if the trial on heaping shall be substantially prolonged beyond 
such period of five hours, to be so computed as aforesaid, by the cross- 
examination of witnesses, whose affidavits or depositions have been used. 

49, Where a cause or matter shall not be brought on for trial or hearing, 
tie costs of and consequent on the ce gnaw and delivery of briefs shall 
not be allowed if the taxing officer s be of opinion that such coste were 
prematurely incurred. 

5. Where a cause or matter which stands for trial is called on to be 
tried, but cannot be decided by reason of a want of partics or other defect 
on part of the plaintiff, and is therefore struck out of the paper, and the 
wane cause is set down, the defendant shall be allowed the taxed costa 
occasione! by the first setting down, although he does not obtain the costs 
of the cause or matter. 

51. The tollowing fees are to be allowed to counsels’ clerks :—~ 


£ »#, a, 

Upon a fee under5 guineas y ; ; j pp g--* 
5 guineasandunder 10 guiness. . »« . . O05 DO 
10 guineas and under W guineas ’ emer fe. 
20 guiness and under W guineas Wg My 0M 9 
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30 guineas and under 50 guineas e.  « e,. po nn oa 
50 guineasand upwards . . . . percent. 210 9 jyrddme 
On consultations, senior’s clerk . - 0©« © « OF @ z 
On consultations, junior’s clerk . . . . 026 isan 
On conferences . ia ape ° 0590 fort, Ba 
On retainers (where allowed) : vag 
General retainer . 010 6 Th 
Common retainer . be . . . ; ° - 026 
52. No fee to counsel shall be allowed on taxation unless vouched by 


his signature. — 


53. In cases in which an original affidavit can be used, and to : 
order xxxvii., rule 17, applies, it shall not be necessary to take an 


copy. 

54. It shall not be necessary to take an office copy of an affidavit of dis. 
covery of documents, and the copy delivered by the party filing it may 
used as against such party. 

55. Where, in proceedings before the taxing officer, any party is guily 
of neglect or delay, or puts any other party to any unnecessary or imprope 
expense relative to such proceedings, the taxing officer may direct gu 
party or his solicitor to pay such costs as he may think proper, or deal wih 
them under regulation 20. 

56. Where in any cause or matter any bill of costs is directed to | 
taxed for the purpose of being paid or raised out of any fund or property 
the taxing officer may, if he shall consider there is a reasonable grounj 
for so doing, require the solicitor to deliver, or send to his clients, or 
them, free of charge, a copy of such bill, or any part thereof, previousy 
to such officer completing the taxation thereof, accompanied by any st 
ment such officer may direct, and by a letter informing such client tha 
the bill of costs has been referred to the taxing officer, giving his nam 
and address for taxation, and will be proceeded with at the time th 
officer shall have appointed for this purpose, and such officer may suspend 
the taxation for such time as he may consider reasonable. ‘ 

57. The 2004 Seren d shall have power to limit or extend the time fq 
any proceeding before him, and where, by any general order, or any order 
of the court or judge, a time is appointed for any proceeding before or by 
a taxing officer, unless the court or judge shall otherwise di ! 
officer shall have power from time to time to extend the time appointel 
_— such terms (if any) as the justice of the case ne and 

though the application for the same is not made until the 
tion of the time appointed, it shall not be necessary to make a ce 
or order for this purpose, unless re oy na for any special purpose. 

58. Every bill of costs which shall be left for taxation shall be indorsed 
with the name and address of the solicitor by whom it is so left, and als 
the name and address of the solicitor, if any, for whom he is 
including any solicitor who is entitled or intended to participate in the 
costs to be so taxed. 
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INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 
The following candidates were successful at the Intermediate Exam- 
ination held on the 21st of June, 1883 :— 
Allison, Thomas Catherall, William James 
Ainslie, William Langstaff Catton, William James 
Ash, Ernest, B.A. Caught, George Gilbert 


Atkinson, James Spencer Chadwick, Walter Shawcross 
Badger, Shakespeare Charlesworth, George Herbert 
Balshaw, Walter Charnley, James Henry 


Banks, John Edward 
Barclay, Herbert James 
Barlow, Charles John 
Bate, Arthur Wilfred 
Baynes, Ernest Farrer 
Beale, Arthur Geach, B.A. 
Beer, William, B.A. 
Bell, Francis Henry Augustus 
Bentley, William 
Bettany, William Thomas 
Billson, Charles James, B.A. 
Blackburn, Alfred 
Bland, Thomas A tus 
Bloomfield, Samue 
Blumer, Arthur Colville 
Bonner, Charles Edward, B.A. 
Bramwell, William 
Brazil, Clarence McKinnell Dawson, Charles Frederic 
Brooks, Arthur David Dawson, William, B.A. 
Brogden, Thomas John HarrowsmithDay, Horace Francis 
Bromet, George Albert Day, Robert William 
Brown, George Arthur Dean, Cyril Charles Stephen 
Burgin, Edward Lambert Dickson, Francis James 
Burnham, Henry Charles Dixon, Richard Cecil William 
Burrows, Benjamin song: | Duggan, Henry Paschal 
Butlin, Herbert Charles, B.A Elton, Henry Robert 

y William Knapp Emerson, George 
Carr, Albert Edward Evans, Goronwy Maelor 
Carter, Edward John Honey Ferns, Harry Olifford 


Chillcott, William Moore Gibbs 
Christian, Edmund Brown Viney 
Churchley, George William 
Coad, John Luskey 

Coleman, Leonard 

Cooke, Hen: 

Cooper, Frederic Ernest 
Cornish, Thomas Henry 

Cotton, Stephen Fairbairn, B.A. 
Cox, Herbert Louis Noel 
Crespin, Claude William Le 
Cullingford, Arthur H , BA. 
Cunliffe, Walter Frederick, B.A. 
Cufaude, John 

Davis, John Roland 

Davis, Richard 

Davies, Samuel 
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LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Freperrcx Avevstus Lanz, solicitor, of Stratford-upon-Avon, has 
been appointed Clerk to the County and Borough Magistrates at that 
place. Mr. Lane was admitted a solicitor in 1874. Both appointments 
were held by his father, the late Mr. John Lane. 


Viscount Emiyn, M.P., has been elected Deputy-Chairman of the Car- 
marthenshire Quarter Sessions. 


Mr. Franx Pewziatr Surruery, solicitor, of Chelmsford and Clacton- [ 


on-Sea, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. JoserH Row zanps, solicitor (of the firm of Rowlands & Bagnall), of 
Birmingham and Aston, has been appointed Law Clerk to the Guardians 
of the Birmingham Proof House, in succession to the late Mr. William 
Simmons Allen. Mr. Rowlands was admitted a solicitor in 1872. He is 
clerk to the county magistrates at Birmingham and Aston. 


Mr. Jackson Wyman Srvanrt, solicitor, of 63, Finsbury-pavement, has 
been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court 
of Judicature. 


Mr. Cuartes Davenport Jonzs, solicitor (of the firm of Jones & 
Glenister), of Hastings, has been appointed Clerk to the Hastings Highway 
Board. Mr. Jones is coroner for the borough of Hastings, and vestry 
clerk of St. Clement’s Parish. He was admitted a solicitor in 1866. 


DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS. 


Jouxn Becxe and Tuomas Green, Northampton, solicitors (Becke & 
Green). June 30. The business will be carried on, under the same name, 
a above-named Thomas Green, in partnership with Charles Cecil 

e. 


_Cuartes Brapsnaw and Hvurtrox Guy, Pelham-street, Nottingham, soli- 
citors (Bradshaw & Guy). June 30. 


Sypyey Gener, Aurrep Ocravivs Kinny, Cuartes Freperic Mitert, 
and Sypvey Morsz, No. 1, Old Palace-yard, Westminster, and 5, Lime- 
street-square, London, solicitors (Gedge, Kirby, Millett, & Morse), so far 
as regards the said Sydney Morse. July 1. The said Sydney Gedge, 
Alfred Octavius Kirby, and Charles Frederic Millett will in future carry on 
business at No. 1, Old Palace-yard aforesaid, under the style of Gedge, 
Kirby, & Millett; the said Sydney Morse will in future carry on business 
on his own account at 5, Lime-street-square aforesaid. 

Ricnanp Wizetr Roverts and Frepruick Groror Stanprorp Grier, 
2, Verulam-buildings, Gray’s-inn, solicitors (Helder, Roberts, & Gillett). 
Jane 30. The business will be carried on by the said Richard Willett 
Roberts on his separate account. [ Gazette, July 6.] 


Lavuzxce Rosrron Extwistiz and Wiri1am Henry Coreg, Princess- 
street, Manchester, solicitors (Entwistle & Cole). June 23. 


[ Gazette, July 10.] 





In the presence of a numerous gathering of the legal profession, the 
mayors of Hythe, Folkestone, and Sandwich, and others, a presentation 
was on Monday made to Sir George Russell, the East Kent County Court 
judge, by the Mayor of Canterbury, at the conclusion of the business of 
the day in that city. It consisted of an address bearing the signatures 
of the mayors, town clerks, and chairmen of local boards, county court 
registrars and solicitors of the district, congratulating Sir George upon 
his recent succession to the baronetcy, and expressing a hope that the 
connection which had existed between himself and the division for nine 
years would not be severed. Subsequently a banquet was held at Dover. 





July 14, 1883, 3, 
LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK, 


HOUSE OF LORDS, 


July 5.—Bitls Read a Third Time, 
Private Briis.—St. Helens District Tramways. _ : 
Tramways Provisional Order (No. 4); Metropolis Improvement Py 
visional Order; Metropolis Improvement Provisional Order (No, 
Metropolis Improvement Provisional Order (No. 3); Metropolis 
ment Provisional Order (No. 4); Criminal Law Amendment; 
Health (Dairies, &c.); Supreme Court of Judicature (Funds, &,). ~ 


July 6.—Bills in Committee. 
Local Government Provisional Orders (No. 6): Local Government 
visional Orders (No. 8): Local Government Provisional Order (No, if 
Tramways Provisional Orders. 


July 9.—Bills Read a Third Time. - 
Private Brts.—Harrison’s Estate ; Didcot, Newbury, and South 
ton Junction Railway. 
July 10.—Bills Read a Second Time. é 
Private Bruis.—Brentford and Isleworth Tramways; Newport D 
Freshwater, Yarmouth, and Newport Railway ; Milford Docks. : 


Bills in Committee. 
Local Government Provisional Orders (Poor Law) (No. 2); 
Provisional Orders (No. 3). 
Bills Read a Third Time. 
Private Bris.—Church Fenton, Cawood, and Wistow Railway ; Hil 
Barnsley, and West Riding Junction and Dock (Various Powen): 
Rhondda and Swansea Bay Railway; Hartlepool Borough Extension, — 


HOUSE OF COMMONS, 
July 5.—Bills Read a Second Time. 
Private Briu.—Ennerdale Railway. 
Bill in Committee. 
Parliamentary Elections Corrupt Practices (clauses 24—31), 
July 6.—Bili Read a Second Time. 
High Court of Justice (Continuous Sittings) 
Bill in Committee. 
Parliamentary Elections Corrupt Practices (clauses 3240). 
Bilis Read a Third Time. 
Privatg Bruis.—Drypool Parish Burial Ground; Goole, Epworth, # 
Owstan Railway. 
Medical Act Amendment. 
July 9.—Bills Read a Second Time 


Private Bris.—The Earl of Aylesford’s Estates (No. 2) ; Ipswich Gai) 


Landport Wharf. 
ill in Committee. 


B 
Parliamentary Elections Corrupt Practices (clauses 41—60). 
Bills Read a Third Time. 
Purvate Brru.—Billinghay and Metheringham Light Railway. 


July 10.—Bills Read a Second Time. 
Private Brrt.—Guinness’ Estate. RS, 4 
Electric Lighting Provisional Orders (No. 6); Electric Ligh , 


yisional Orders (No. 7); Metropolitan Board of Works (Money); # 


Fisheries. 
Bill in Committee. 
Parliamentary Elections Corrupt Practices (clause 61—new clauses). 
Bill Read a Third Time. 
Private Brrt.—Coventry, Holy Trinity, Vicar’s Rate. 
July 11.—Bill in Committee, 
Parliamentary Elections Corrupt Practices (new clauses). 








A firm of City solicitors write to the Times:—‘‘On April 24 last an 
portant summons was adjourned by Mr. Justice Chitty into court 
argument, and we were at the time informed by fellow solicitors thatt 
learned judge had not even reached his adjourned summonses for 
1882, and this was confirmed by a firm of solicitors with whom we 
business yesterday, who then informed us that they had a sum 
adjourned by the same judge in April, 1882, which was still not ne 
reached. On May 5 last we set down an appeal agra a win 
order, and our counsel applied to the Court of Appeal, No. 2, to e¢ 
the appeal; but the court could not accede to the application owing 
prior pressing matters. In the meantime the liquidation of the compat 
is proceeding, and the large costs of liquidation aré being incurred bei 
it is finally ascertained whether, as a matter of fact, the compaay is OF 
not to be wound up. Further, we have another appeal, which waa 


down on February 26 last, and which, we are informed, cannot be rede . 


before Michaelmas Term. We will give one more instance, On Dece 

2 last a case of ours was set down for appeal. 
daily list eight times it was at last argued on June 5 and 8 
than six months after it was set down. We could multiply instane ® 
the most painful and injurious delay at the present time in the Chai 
Courts.’ 


After appearing im he 
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COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP- NOTICES. 
Jornt Srock Compantzs. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
4yo10-BILBAO Sreet OrE Company, Lruu1Tep.—Chitty, J., has, by an order dated 
, ok appointed Frederick Bertram Smart, 53, Cannon st, to be official liquida- 
T (No; 9 tors are required, on or before ‘Aug 31, to send their names and ad- 
. and the particulars of their debts or claims, to the above. Monday, 
gat 11, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts re 


C. CLIFTON, AND amp Wp EST OF ENGLAND CO-OPERATIVE SUPPLY ASSOCIATION 
sup PROVISION N MARKET, LIMITED.—Petition for winding up, oe resented July 3 
to be heard before Chitty, J., on Saturday, July 14. Gregory and Co, 
row, agents for Beckingham. Bristol, solicitor £0 for the petitioners 
BA. Y AND COMPANY, LIMITED. tition for win ae up, presented June 
to be heard before Chitty, J.,on July 14. Baker and Co, Cannon st, 
for the petitioners 
B.-- SULPHUR AND CoPpPER CoMPANY, LimITED.—Petition for winding w 
ted July 4, directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C., on July 14 at 10.3 2. 
Fooquet and Metcalfe, Idol lane, Gt Tower st, solicitors for the petitioner 
Eyp Brick Company, LimiITED.—Creditors are as, samo on or before 
2 to send their names and addresses, and the of their debts or 




























to George Lamb Buttler, 43, Moorgate st. onday, Aug 6 at 12, is ap- 
for hearing and adjudicating upon the ogg and claims 
FirE INSURANCE CoMPANY, LimtTED.—Bacon, V.C., has, by an order dated 
8, appointed Joseph Andrews, 8, Ironmonger r lane, ¢ to be official a hte. 
AYS AND LIGHT RaILWways Construction Company, Luwirep.—C 
an order dated May 11, appointed Edward Henry Smith, 77, Conhil’ 
official liquidator 

[ Gazette, July 6.1 


Patnt Company, Lim1tED.—Petition for zane up, presented July 7, 
Owen): to be heard before Kay, J. a aw . Simpson and Cullingford, 
nsion, — Bpeecnavch st solicitors for the petitio 
re Petition for Finding up, Drssentad J 
to be nherd ‘betas Kay, J on Friday, July 20. Sharpe and Co, 
st, agents for Harvey and Co, Liverpool, solicitors for the a Oo, New 
Goss Wine Company, LowmiTED.—Creditors are required, on or before Monday, 
6, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
Arkens Folland Lovering, 77, Gresham st. Friday, seul 26 at 12, is ap- 
fy for gain | and adjudicatin. coe the debts and 
CHALK WEBB AND COMPANY, LimiTED.—By an order saadet Pearson, J., 
dated June 30, it was ordered that the company be wound up. epburn and 
ne Bird in Hand sy Cheapside, solicitors bad the petitioner 
PwroRtaL PRINTING AND PUBLISHING Comp. ITED.—Petition for yinding 
sian Co, J =~4 9, 9, directed to be heard bef before ag J., on Friday, July 20. 
and Co, George st, Mansion House, solicitors for the petitioner 
RIAL PRINTING AND HING COMPANY, LiImMITED.—Petition for windin 
ap. prese "p presented July 9, directed to be heard before Kay, J., on July 20, Allen po | 
Old J saad. BOR solicitors for the petitioner 
F ng ed Company, LimiTED.—By an order made by Pearson, J., dated 
aime 8, 80, it was poe vie ‘that the com be wound up. Ullithorne and Co, 
sbepsttoners Gray’s inn, agents for Dodds and Co, Stockton on Tees, solicitors for 


ON  BRIOK "4 TERRA CoTrta COMPANY, LIMITED.—Petition for winding 
, he July 9, directed to be heard before Pearson, J., on July 20. 
and Co, Lincoln’ sinn fields, agents for Phillips, Plymouth, solicitor for 


ti 
ere (Gazette, July 10.] 
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Frrenpiy Socrerres Dissoivep. 
Cumetan LopGE, G.U.0.0.F., Globe Inn, Neath, Glamorgan. July 4 
poem OF SHARON Lona, Oddfellows’ Arms, Old Dock, ook, Dadiey, Worcester. 
Otve BrancH Loyan ee, ORDER OF MODERN Masons, National Schools, 
Black Heath, Worcester. 
TONTINE SociEery, Be 4 ’s Schoolroom, Salesbury st, Liverpool. 
pene Bunerit Society, Crown and Anchor, Temple st, 
ey Td u 
s Day. oh NDON Musica Cius, Angell Town Institution, Gresham rd, Brixton. 
\. fal 
i sen Se FRIENDLY Society, Mrs Hugh Jones, Plough st, Llanrwst, Den- 
7 NDLY SocreTy, Windmill Inn, Stratford on Avon, Warwick. 
ee ey TonTINE SociETy, Corva Room, Hutchinson st, Widnes, Lan- 


(Gaaette, July 6,] 
ester Forest Lone, I.0.0.F.M.U., Turk’s Head Inn, Bath st, Dudley, 


UMPET LopnGE, I.0.0.F.M.U., Cock and Trumpet Inn, Hale- 
» SE Lelocster. July? . 7 : : 


Tavg Barron Society, Yastle Hotel, Tredegar, Monmouth. July 7 
(Gazette, July 10.) 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES a CHANCERY, 
LAST DAY OF PROO 
Marte, Jay , JAMS, Mirfield, York, July 24. fs re Chitty, J. Ibber- 
Bsvocr, Pi ent Bacon, Harrington Mansions, South Kensington, sueretp Hotel 
Aue. Hudson v Baldock, Kay,J, Temple, Moorgate st 
Musuien, Henn Y¥ JAMES, Gauden rd. Claphiain, Builder, July 20. Saunders v 
A Chitty, J. Maitland, Kn ight Rider st, Doctors’ commons 
Dime, Ro BERT, Birmingham, Soliton July 30. Thomas v Duke, Bacon, V.C. 
Pe ala Birmingham 


AMES. yreasnen mem cosnman, Gurrey, Gent. July 20, Overton v Brock- 
st on, V.C, Brocklesby, Walbrook 
vor Musemwonn, Charlotte st, Fiteroy sq, Wine Merchant. July 28. 
reoghary kng ruwall’ Gent cee ve Treweek v West, P 
1 ri . , 
Rk Fak —_ lornwi it, July week v West, Pearson 


(Gazette, June 26.) 








Pacrrio Coan ann Coxs Company, Laren. July 2. Morrison v 


cid gerdons, Gunnersbary, Gent July 25, Ade v 


scale, South 
Wiser be Alpha r, a We Esq. July 31, San- 


iiooes, ILLIAM 
ders v Hobson, Chitty, J. i Bonthan 
N, lane, Gent. July 
31. Rudduck v coe 
Wereoon, Bomex, 0 akfield rd, enge. July 25 v Green, Kay, J. 
TLLtAMs,” W Wittiam, Aberdare, Ironfounder. July 25. Williams y Williams, 
Kay, J. ’Kenshole, ‘Aberdare 


{ Gazette, June 29.) 
GILBERT, Mary Awn, St Sempron’ Guernsey. July 31. Post v Richardson’ 


Chitty, J. Richardson, Golden 
Higwosn,, CIA Magia, Hanover, Germany. Aug i. Bacon, V.C, Gregory, 
0) Tow 
Loneporrom, RALPH, Hadfield Glossop, Derby, General Dealer. July25. Long- 
bottom ae Lucan, ; Holbeck . | poe nag beatin Hy e July 7. Re 
olbec! k, nr Leeds, oiner. : Pinder, Illingworth 
Vv Piles, Eaten Baco: Bedfo: 





n, V.C. 
Stoxs, WiLLtaM af, Bai, Butchor” July 21. Jones v Stone and Selway, Registrar, 
. ett, 
SHAPLEY, SAMUEL RosstTER, Newton Abbott, Devon, Cheese and Seed Dealer. 
Aug 3, Tulley v Sha; ley, Chitty, J. Winser, Chancery lane 
— Tuomas, King’s rd, Chelsea, Gent. July 26. Bettsv Slack, Bacon, ¥.C. 


Miller, Arthur st, Chi elsea 
: { Gazette, July 3.) 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP, 35. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM 


Bass, Mary Evizasetu, Cambridge st, Pimlico. day 16. Walker and Battis- 
combe, Basinghall st 

Barley, ‘eowie Trowbridge, Tailor. July 26. Bush, Trowbri 

CHAMBERS, JOSEPH, High st, Kingsland, Provision Dealer, cue ae 31. Vanderpump 


Tan, Winaam, Bientord wi, Rentingien, Geena. ne i Selnak ab 
ILLIAM, 0. e ug 10. 
Winckworth, Abingdon. st, sme. ¢ 7 
Grit, HENRY, "Brighton, E +. 2 +. Chapple and Co, Carter 
m | Sag Ba Daw, Magia st, Mile En pe Mametattier. Aug 10, to Gash and Co, 
Hornssy,. Jou, Aston juxta Birmingham, Warwick, Gent. Aug %. Buller 
and Co, Birmin Y gham ‘ te 
Exnp, ELA, Mar, , Kent. Augi3. Boys, Magis 
Kram, =e NDREW, Eleanor rd, Hackn oemaker. Augs. Ouzman, 


Finshi 
es. Newport, Monmouth. Augi. Bartlett, Arthur st West, Lon- 


LINDSEY, 
don bri 
Lucas, ELIZABETH J. cae, Manchester. July 31. Slaterand Co, 
McCusBIn, Davin, Bie kdale, Laticashire, Ship’s Steward. Aug 1. and 


Co. co 
Mun: EREMIAH, North Woolwich, Kent, Licensed Victualler. Aug 31. Hunt 
and Ge St Swithin’s lane 

Davip, Llauenddwyn, Merioneth, Retired Farmer. July 30. Rowlands, 


OWEN, 

Machynl 

PALMER, es Clipston, Northampton. July 25. Wartnaby and Gilbert, 

Market Harboro' 

PARKINS, CHARLES, Brecon, Gent. July 21. Bishop, Brecon 

ROBINSON, BENJAMIN LOWES, Land port, Southampton, Manager to a Licensed 

Victualler. July 26. Arnold and Coonee. Chichester 

Roprinson, WILLIAM, Seaham Harbour, Contractor. Aug 1. Wright, 

eaham Harbour 

Saxe, CATHERINE, GARRITTE, Wilmslow, Chester. Aug 25. Parker, Man- 

chester 

cam D» Peemane JAMES, jun, Gordon sq, Underwriter. Aug 8 Harries and 
0, Coleman 

Gnas ON, LIGHTLY, Holland Villas rd, Kensington, Esq, Aug 13. Wragg, Gt St 
elen’s 

Sparks, Tuomas, Hornchurch, Essex, Gent. Aug 31. Hunt and Co, 8t Swithin’s 


ane 
Gepane, JOHN WILLIAM THEODORE, Saltash, Shipwright. July 30, Gard, Devon- 
po 
TREne, Wasim Ngwsvury, Buckhurst hill, Esq. Augi. Harris, Bishopagate 
e sm hyarc 
TROTT AMELIA, Llackheath. Augié6. Minet and Co, King William st 
Wipe. ANCY, Portsea. Aug 12. Edgecombe and Co, Portsea 
WALKER JOHN, Leeds, Gent. July 14. Soom, 
WATTS, JANE, ord, Somerset. J Bush. 
WENKEEL, JOHN FREDERICK CHARLES, Co! 4d rd, ew Wandoworth, Gent. July 
28. Blair and Co, Guildhall chbrs 
WHEELER, Poanes, Eastbourne, Sussex. Aug 15. Whites and Co, Budge row, 
Jannon 8 
Wasa, Jemma Morgan, Romford, Essex, Gent. Aug3i. Hunt and Co, St 
within’s 
Woop, JANE, Scarborough, York. July 31. Taylor and Co, Bradford 
{ Gazette, June 29.} 


Arponp, 4 ANN, Bivmtnghem, Umbrella Manufacturer. Aug 12, Burman and 

Asuuby, Yous, Old Kent rd, Licensed Victualler, July 25. Milner, Blackman st, 

Southwark 

BENNETT, WILLIAM Low, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Fellmonger. July30. Partridge 
and Co, King’s Lynr 

Bust, Bawa, Bi Kidderminster, Worcester, Gent. Aug 11. Burcher, Kidder. 

Burton, Ropert, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer. Aug 11. Hunt and 
Williams, Notting! 

Ofeach LAWRENCE, Coln 8t Aldwyns, Gloucester, Sept 1. Ward and Co, North- 

CoprineToy, Hrennistra, Kilmiston, Southampton. Aug 18. Blackmore and 

Shield, Alresford 

— Sonromon, Burham, Kent, Farmer. Augi. Prall andSon, Roches- 

oY 


Danson, WILLIAM FSEDERICK, ee Merchant, Sept 1. Green and 
Moberiey, , Southampton 





. Chester, Sadler, Aug J Co, Chester 
Froadéatr, THOMAS, Shelfield, ‘Optician. ion, ma “Sheffield 
HAttL, Saran, Oxford, Aug 14 and Avett 'h Norton 


Sgrem, Ropert, Windsor, Berke usician, "Aug %. , New-inn, 
Heme, Suonen Henry, Edgware rm, Jeweller. Aug 1. Croft, Union ct, Old 
Tam, WinL1aAM, Hampstead rd, Builder, Sept1, Taylor and Co, Furnival’s 
Kivomaiay, Rignaad, Whaplode, Lincoln, Farmer, Aug 1%. Caparn and Will- 


lers, Hol 
MACAIRE, JUANITA MARIA, Paddinswick ri, Hammersmith. Aug 10, Arnold 





of i Balsall Heath, Worcester, July 24. Mawby v Box, Chitty, J. 


by, Kay, J. Jonks, Coleman st 


and Co, Carey st 


July 28. Higgins v Hall, Pearson, J. 
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MoGowaw, Rev. ALEXANDER JOBN, Shotl Durham, Clérk in Holy 
July 21. Griffith and Co, New upon 
Manx, x, Paaxces EuizaBETH, New Sarum. July 31. Macdonald and Malden, 


cong. AES Aug 5. Field, Leamington 
Pmnceon, GEORGE, Besvgton, nr Chesterfield, Farmer. Aug 11. 
Marsden, Chesterfield 


Porstinc, ELmzaBETH, Gt Pulteney st, Goldensq. Augi5. Vallance and Val- 


Essex st, Strand 
nea rasan MicHaEt, Amhurst rd, Hackney, Licensed Victualler. Aug 4. 
‘Low, Wimpole st, Cavendish sq 
BERTS, HENRY, Helston, Cornwall, Mercer. Aug 2i. Plomer, 
SHERYER, DEverLLa, J East Horsley, Surrey. Aug 1. Willo woth myo oy Winch, 
Sora, VINCENT, Cornforth lane, nr Coxhoe, Durham, Cartman. July 14. Cham- 


THWAITEs, Mary, Sharples, near Bolton, Lancaster. July 31. Piregge 


Gratton and 


mn 
To Mavp Dzs cuss DE LA, Southampton. Augi0. Gamlen an 
Tysox, Win Witu14m, Saint Bees, Cumberland, Gent. Aug 6. Butler, c=... 


VEYSIE, WILLIAM, Plymtree, Devon, a Lieutenant-Colonel. Aug 1. Angel, 
em Jameés, St Helen’s, Lancaster, Gent. July 31. Barrow and Cook, St 
’s 


(Gazette, July 3.} 
Batey, Epwin. Trowbridge, Wilts, Taher. July 26. Bush, Trowbridge 
~ | wag 7 ‘arnham 


CHARD. urrey, A 30. tter, ” 
BEAED, Lg aT Humpneey, J Aug Lewis 
CaLverr, 8. +H es Killick a ‘Go, Bradford 
7 i HeEnkzy, Store st, Botitora sq, Dairyman. Sept8. Simmons 
an 
CLAYDEN, Tacs Stratford, Essex, Builder. Aug 17. Baker and Nairne, 
oo, Sum, a. Gent. Aug 29. Brown and Son, Sheffield 
Eapez, Mary. and Susanna Ean, Bath. July 28. Tucker, Bath 
GREEN, James. Leigh, July 21. Marsh and Oo, » Letet 
Silk M Gus- 


anufacturer. 
cotte ane Co, Essex st, Strand 
JOHN HENRY, Sheffield, Dealer in Pigs. Aug 29. Brown and Son, 


JONES, RICHARD MINSHULL, Brighton, Esq. Oct1. Arkcoll and Cockell, Tooley 
ANITA pfsnt, Paddinswick rd, Hammersmith. Augi0. Arnold 


JOHN 9 ae red aus en To F ancras. 4. 


PREDERICE, Fairfield, nr Liverpool, Licensed Victualler. 
Grace and Co, wr iverpool 
ILLIAM:COLES, Milborne Port, Somerset, Bart. Aug 18. Farrer 
Go Then sinn fields 
Mrxazp, Ex, Cowley rd, Brixton. Aug 16. Wilson and Co, Copthall 
Movrray, CHARLES DevmMMOND, Shacklewell Green, Dalston, Surgeon. Aug 1. 
Theodore and Co, Old Broad st 
ABET, Matias Lancaster. July 28. Mayhew and Co 
Gzrorce Henry, Tottenham Court rd, Curiosity Dealer. Aug 9. Rundle 
and Hobrow, Coleman st 
SurrTH, CATHERINE ANNE, Maitland pk rd, Haverstobk Hill. Sept 3. Hussey, 


st 
Rosert, Sydenham, Bell Founder. Aug20. Curtis and Betts, South 


sq, Gray’s inn 
x, ELizaBeTH, Macclesfield. Aug 31. Hand, Macclesfield 
~~ Macclesfield. Aug 31. Hand, Macclesfield 
= rd, St Leonard’s on Sea. Aug 11. Young and Co, St 
omAs, Stefiord, Gent. Sept 29. Heaton, Burslem 
wane samme Freshford, Somerset. July 26. Bush, Trowbridge 
Wezez. hy pend Rotherhithe, Surrey, Gent. July 21. Still and Son, New sq, 
i Rosert, Morpeth, Northumberland, Bank Agent. Aug13. Nichol- 
—* ANKE Savers, Bray, Berks. Augi. Clayton and Co, Lancaster pl, 


Woops, Sym, Brixton hill, Gent. Aug 4. .Woods, Gorse House, Park hill, 


F. 
zett , Jul 6.1 
ATTKEN, ALEXANDER, Manchester, Merchant. Ang 11. Gaunt, Manchester g 
Bawwrze, James Joseru, Woolwich, Kent, Unde Sept 29. Sutherland, 


Woolwich 
Bexsos, Joseru, Huddersfield, York,Gent. Aug 18. Brook and Co, Hudders- 


Breox, Joux, Kirkby Green, Lincoln, Farmer. Aug 2. Wilson, Louth 
Corgs, Bicuazp, Fairfax rd, Hampstead, Butcher. Aug 2. Ellen, Chancery 


lane 
ee ee een ad Ra Esq. Aug 31. Tozer and Whid- 


Teignmouth 


Eur He Lg et oe F Holmes, Braintree 
Francis, Fnay CIs a Cohen, Eon 6. vope and Co, Colchester 
Harwaxp, Joux, Aston-juxta- ent. Sept 4. Jelf and Latham, 


een % * cuese citer mdi July 18. Wilson and Son, 


Herr, Axxe Youxs, Dartmouth. . fing 10, Burrows and Barnes, Sackville st 
LisGAaRD, Chapel-en-le Derby, Farmer. Aug 7. Bennett and 


Ca, € 
TLLIAM, LC —) Nortolk, ae* wins i Metcalfe, W! 


Wine Merchant. hove 10, to. Watts, 
Mours, Hexry dag met rad Lincoln, eisnais Machine Owner. Aug 13. 
Press, cous — ih Gums, ower James st, Golden #q,Gent. Augi. Shaen and 
x nen ADs, Pocklington, York. Aug 31. Powell and Sargent, Pockling- 
Ricnsxpeos. EXAZABETH Axm, Pocklington, York. Aug 31. Powell and Sar- 


gent, Pockiingtomn 
HEexet, Shrewsbury. Kept1. Wace, Shews 
SYERCE, — "Gwe, Shewsbury, Balop, ‘Tron pn Sept 1. Wace, 


Tasre. Cuasiae Tuomas, Px notes Hyde .< 
sty monies, Fe We ph yde Park, Gent. Aug 2%. Johnson 
TuRSEE, Wititam, Warwi rd, Cpe Cl Clapton, Gent, Aug 1. Miller and Co, 


Lowe, 
Masons, 


wake SAMS, Peel Yeoman. gad Brig Dert 
Wwe, Os CARIASYE Woly Averhamyton, Thorneycrott, Wolver- 


(Ganette, July 10.) 





COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURK. 
Rota or REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


= 











Date. a V. 0. Bacon, 
Monday, July ......se+. 16 Mr.Carrington Mr. Farrer 
Tuenine eecesescccvecoce Lavie Teesdale 
Focrscoscccvecse 18 Cuttegion Farrer Cobby 
Thursday Ce ecceesecccce 9 Lavie Teesdale Jackson Ingle 
Friday.. severecsececrere Carrington Farrer Cobby 
Saturday....ccccccccesce Lavie Teesdale Jackson 7 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justion Mt. usin 
Currrr. Pganson, 
Monday, July ..ssccceee 16 Mr. King Mr. Pemberton Mr. Koo — 
Tuesday eececces eoseves Merivale Ward Clowes 
VV vccccccesccece 1 King Pemberton Koe 
Thursday Sc4saeees- cone. 8 Merivale Ward Clowes 
Friday... .ccccccssecesese King Pemberton Koe 
BY cccccevces ss vece l Merivale Ward Clowes 
















) —— 







The directors of the Eastern Telegraph Company invite subserip 
for £500,000 Four per Cent. Mortgage Debenture Stock at £95 
bond, which will constitute a first charge on the undertaking an: 
of the company, it being provided that the total amount issuable 
never to exceed one-third of the paid-up share capital of the Coa 
the share capital at present consisting of £3,800,000 in ordinary, 
£700,000 in preference, shares, both classes standing at a premium. th 
present issue is made for the redemption of terminable debentures 
due in October next for payment of the Trieste-Corfu Telegraph 
and other important expenditure on capital account. Subscrii 

any of the existing debentures of the company will be at 
in lieu of cash, and credit given for the interest thereon up to the 
half-yearly date for payment of interest on the debenture stock. 
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RECENT SALES, 


At the Stock and Share Auction and Advance Company’s (Limited) sk 
held at their sale-room, 58, Lombard-street, E.C., on the 12th inst, te 
following were among the prices obtained :—United Horse Nails, 11s, 
John Moir & Sons, 93; Goginan Silver Lead, 9s. 6d.; Gen eral Fi 
Mortgage and Discount £10 shares, £5 paid, par ; Guernsey Steam 
30s.; Carnarvon Copper Mine, 7s. 6d.; Asia Minor Mine £1 shares, be 
paid, 9s. 6d. ; Rhodes Reef, 3s. 43d. ; Indian Glenrock, 3s. i 
Trevelyan, 38. 43d. ; and other miscellaneous securities etched 

rices. 
. The Stock and Share Auction and Advance Company (Limited), haw 
removed from Crown-court, Old Broad-street, to 58, Lombard- a 
which address their future weekly sales will be held. 
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pone OF THE Sg tg —— 
July 17.—Messrs. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, FARMER, & EWATER, at the 
at 2 p.m., Freehold oe (see advertisement, -. une ne 16, p. 14, and this 


p. 2). 

July 17.—M ._ Fapeenenetey Ex.is, Ciarx, & Co., at_the Mart, at? 

(see advertisement, June 16, . 4, and Jul 7, p. 4). e 

pater ee 3 Ss at the Mart, at 1 p.m., Freehm 
Properties (see advertisement, June 30, p. 4). e 

July 19. cers. Wii & F. HOUGHTOM, § at the Mart at 2 p.m., Freehold a 
Leasehold Properties (see egrenmeomens, J une 23, Po 

July 20. pe diy I LETT, BOOKER, 09. .» at the Mart, at? 
Leasehold Properties (see clvertioesnen, July 7, p 






= 
4-3-8 



































BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 
DEAN. Sul 5, at Cathouse, Slough, Bucks, the wife of Charles F 










Dean, #0 dtor, of a¢ deughte 
Mews. * ul 7, at 16, W boutme-perk; W., the wife of John Mews, b 
law, of a hter. 









DEATH. 


Sagprn July 9, at Chipton, West Worthing, Sir John Lucie Smith, C.M.G. 
Justice of Jamaica, eldest son of the late John Lucie Smith, LL.D., aged 










LONDON GAZEYTTES. 
a... =m 


Under the Bankruptcy het 16600, 


Creditors must forward their of debta to the Registrar. 
To Bu weed ogny Lond 
Eden, Witiem a" Frederick, High Holborn, ea. Pet July 4. 
ou a 
peyh , Henry Charles, Atlantic rd, Brixton, Grocer, Pet July 2. Pepys 


To Murrender in the Country, ; 
Bateman, ¥. G., Bradford, York, Baker, Pet une 3, Loc, Bradtord, day® | 


att 
Vry, James, Halifax, York, Tailor, Pet July 4, Rankin, Halifax, July weet 
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— Frank, Bedford Leigh, Lancaster, Boot and Shoe Dealer. Pet July 3. 


01 
Bolton, 19 at 11 
Thomas, —— Haslington, nr Crewe, Chester, Shoemaker. Pet July 2. 
“Crewe, we, July 19 at 11.30 
Liverpool, Licensed Victualler. Pet July 4. Cooper. 


TUESDAY, July 10, 1883. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 


To Surrender in London. 
hplchartt i 2 


George, Marchmont st, Burton crescent, Baker. Pet July 5. 
Peskett, 


27 at 11, 
% at 12 


“F 


, Leyton, Essex, Doctor of Medicine. Pet July6. Pepys. July 


To Surrender in the Country. 
Gilead Thomas, Liverpool, Draper. Pet July 6. Cooper. Liverpool, July 23 
ay Saint Lawrence, Somerset, Miller. Pet July 6. 
sae yo uly 21 at 10.30 
Arthur, Fenton, nr Stoke upon ay Licensed Victualler. Pet July 6. 
“taal. St Stoke upon ‘Trent, July 20 a 
Cherryhinton, Cambridge, Farmer. Pet July 7. Eaden. 


—*, ai ati 
= ge, Jal Miles, Southsea. Pet July 5. Renny. Portsmouth, Aug 2 


quaburn, William, Ilkeston, Derby, Boot and Shoe Dealer. Pet July 6. 
Wadler. Derby, July 24 at 12” 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Frmay, July 6, 1883. 


Frederick Cook, Shirley, Southampton, arc Traveller. June5 
Peabert, Walton st, Bromgton, Gente June 28 


a°a°a “8h 55555 


8 = 








abi 


















ary, Liquidations by Arrangement. 

“ Th FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 

yh Frinay, July 6, 1883. 

stions i Gooree, Bi George, Birmingham, Box Rule Maker. July 19 at 11 at office of Eaden, 
LS 4 Manchester, Wheelwright. July 19 at 11 at office of Heath, Swan 


come Eccles, Lancaster, Milner. July 25 at 5 at office of Trevor and 
Seca park rd. Notting hill, Plumber. Ji t 
n- 0 lumber. 26 at 3 
Rubenstein, Re; P Waterloo pl wed 
Ife, Le —_ Ironmonger. July 23 at 3 at office of 


ham bl 
, Ju 6 18 at 12 at office of Benson and Carpenter, 












Bristol, ellmon, 
Corn ‘st, B 
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Be reen, Licensed Victuall J 17 at 3 
of Noon and Clarke Blomfield st ' > Sees 


dig Philips, Pen Devon, Licensed Victualler. J uly 46 at 3 at office of 
and 





wnrady Princess 2A» Plymouth 
Leicester, Coal Merchnnt. July 20 at 3 at office of 


neand Co, Weltord Dl, Leicester vires 
Alfred les Chapman. 
s, aay © 19 at 3 ms i omic of “or Kitby, © Charterhouse st oe rd, Stone 
a ames Al morden, Lancaster, 
dfiice of Craven a T Yagham ham, Strand, Todmorden uly 19.at Sat 


steel Bai bo 2 Gray, Southampton, Innkeeper. July 20 at 2 at Red Lion 






go Bes 










alter Little Pluss send, No rfolk, F J 
Tr, e Plums orfo ‘armer. ul 
. *: Norwich "tesa aa uly 16 at 12 at office of 
oes oot an oe Manufacturer. J 

office at Beck 2 cag | oe : yton oa ee 
Davies, Robert Jones, theiter, Fruit Preserver. July 18 at 2 at office of Roose 
and 60, North John st, Liverpool. Masters and Rogers, Liv erpool 

Henry, Penttond, Essex, Watchmaker. July 23 at 2 at office of 


man, E Beate Se Stockton, York, Butcher. July 16 at 1 
te, seein. dur ee 
t, ermins' 4 oreester, tant. J 
of Lambert and Kenny, Us urch st, ‘Kidderminster , mr eee 
an, Joseph Herbert, and James Crossley, pienchester, Ivory Button Manu- 
July 20 at 8 at office of Boote and Edgar, Booth st, Manchester 
ton, William, St Mary Church, Devon, Grocer, July 23 at 12 at Half Moon 
lotel, Exete =. pomone ristoen Co, » Torquay c . 
mailer, July l4at 1 at 
Saaremaa, elite, Sun rar tret etna 
To er, ston upon » Grocer. July 17 at 11 
Pottingel, unty didgs, Lan of Green Ginger, Kingeten we ten Hull p< 
Frodetick, Hy Soneh Fatt, Charles Bleap, jun, Sydenham, Wine 
H c oy 19 yy 12 at_ office of Chatteris and Co, Queen Victoria st. 
s 7a} cholson, College hill 
Alfred, New North rd, Hatter, July 19 at 3 at office of Raphael, Moorgate 


n William, Widnes, Baker. July 19 at 11 at office of Peters, Victoria rd. 
inward, Tenterden, Kent, Farmer, July 19 at 2 at White Lion Hotel, Ten- 
Reyer, ‘pn. Tenterden, Kent, Butcher. July 19 at 2at White Lion Hotel, 


; ‘George, and Mary Ann Sharp, Shoftiel 
= ‘at Branca a and Gor Bank bldg, Bank sa Sa. fay BMS 
emai 






























































8, Gloucester,” Builder, July 16 at 11 at office of Nicholas, 








Robi eweastle on Tyne, Provision Dealer, July 20 at 
neon, ae st, yeh Newsentiy at ~~ , uly 20 at 11 at office of 


Hi Ae AY Job, faldon, Essex, out of business, July 18 at 12 at office of Bird, 


hy wien Birk ) 
Put noan at, Birkenhead Grocer, July 19 at 3 at office of Hannan and 
ye oe Bh Rhone Queen st, wee stn { 1 Victualler, July 18 at 11 at office of 
FOO! Faweus © Crutoo' ~ Butoh 
teas and Oa " aC yak utoher, an Suly 27 at 2 at Cannnon st 




















bridge Cab July 19 at 3 
oward, William, Cam) nllon, Pract st, Hyde p suating Mi, Proprietor. uly 
Bs Rat office of Leveritt, Abbey church- 


Clifton 
Isaacs, John, Oxford st, U olsterer. July 23 at 3 at office of Browne and Co, 
Queen st, Cheapside. ilde and Co, Ironmonger 

Ley Cabinet Maker. July 26 at 11 at office of Preston and 
Jounson; Genyse, Middlesbrough, York, Moulder. July 25 at 11.15 at office of 
Kent, Hugh Allen, Bath, Licensed Victualler July 18 at 11 at office of Bartlett, 
Kees, Goctge, he, July 28 at 11 at office of Etty, Lord st, 


Lavorice, J John Clive, Wo pppoo General Dealer. July 19 at3 at office of 
ieapecm, Church st, West Harti 
Lawson, Thomas Maltby. Nottingham, Timber Merchant. July 17 at 3 at office 
f Freeth and Co low ‘pavement, Ni 
Lenton, William, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer. July 19 at 12.30 at office of 
hires, Market st, Leices Sigg 
Ligyd, ot ~ Bilston, Stafford, Fish Salesman. July 18 at 11 at Globe Hotel, 


Pleasant, Bilston, Bowen, Bilston 
poingham, Rutland, Hairdresser. July &% at 2 at 


a, bp nye Bo 
Lowe, George, jut, Wal Pinekela a aoe, innkeeper. bh 16 at 3 at office of Horner and 
dson, 
Alexander, ‘ian, ny Der rd, Tottenham, Pa: Manufacturer. ey toy 24 
at Sat ates of An cna Trommonger lane. Anderson and 


lane 
Mian ergus, Wigan, Beerseller. July 19 at 11 at office of Wilson, King st, 
Ferry, \ Woolpit, Gaiolk, Wheelwright. Ji 19 at 12 at Guildhall, 
eu ning, Har ~ Bury 8 ge, ~ 
uis, a? Witton le Wear, Dur ham, Innkeeper. July 19 at 11 at office 
ek Game Market +? hoe Auc! 


Mercer, r. ree eee Builder. 7) oat Set nuset Court Hotel, Holborn. 

‘0. 0; 

Millar, John, Eiverpool, Watchmaker July 23 at 2at office of Dixon and Syers, 
Lord st, © téverpod! 

ee Men epecen, Menahenten, Cotton Doubler. July 24 at 3 at office of 

Essex s 

Morris, William, Aberdare, Printer. July 19 at 11 at office of Phillips, Canon st, 

Posey, Sees, Wedetiele, , Clogger. July 19 at 2 at office of Lake and Lake, King 
st, efi 


Peacock, » auny Walter, Walsall, Licensed Victualler. July 17 at 11 at office of 


Bill, 
Phil Edward ‘Fisher Thorn, rg gee oer ang |  Sampen. J 23 at 2 at 
Albert rt Temperance Hotel, Queen’s a> olipe § F EL 


Gresham st 
_ Nicholas, Sov Sowton, Devon, Builder. July 18 at 11 at Queen’s Hotel, Queen 
s 
Price, Joseph ei Hoi ll, Flint, Draper. July 14 at 12 at Albion Hotel, 
Chester. Davies and Fee Hebel 
, Joseph, Cardiff, Tate Sak way. 25 at 11 at office of Tribe and Co, 
Crockherbtown, paar an Ingledew and Co 
en, Frederick Castle, Kinsneuns gies, Sey 2A. out of business. July 1S 
at 3 at office of Paterson and Co, Bouverie st, Fleet 
Roden, Edwin, Wolverhampto: m, Hosier. July 25 at Inst office of Fiswker and 
Roe Darlington st, W: eivachonnete 
Ric Swansea, sea, Glamorgan, Flour Merchant. July 17 at 3 at office 
= Roose and Co, North John st, a ng Thomas, Swansea 
Rowland, James Partridge, Cheltenham, = ioucester, Grocer. July 20 at 3 at the 


Me ps ex -55 at 11 at office of Shaw, Com- 
mere’ 
Shaw, San Bristol, Fay said July 14 at 12 at office of Pitt, John st, 
Broad st, Bristol. Booey" Bristol 
— York, Greengrocer. July 23 at 3 at office of Wilson, 


Shears, Abraham, 
Sinatd, Benjamin, Wakefield, York, G July 19 at 1 at Trevelyan Hotel, 
efie: o rocer. I a 

Boar ag oe Watson and Co, Hull 

Silk, James Samuel, Chapel st, Somers Town, Pork Butcher. July 26 at? at office 
of Nicholls, Old Jewry chbrs 

Smith, John Howard, and William Hiron Baker, Birmingham, Brassfounders. 
July 19 at 11 at office of Haigh, Waterloo st, Birmingham 

Smith, Robinson, Gotham, ottingham, , Machinist. July 17 at 12 at office of 
Bartlett, Mill st, Loughborough 

Ste ane, Yo Alexander, igyempenl, Hat Manufacturer. July 2 at 3 at office 

Mount Pieasant, Li verpool 

Townley, John, Bury, 1 er. July 18 at $ at Derby Hotel, Market 
st, Bury, Dowling and = Bolton 

WwW elton, Eaward James, St Leonard’s on Sea, Sussex, Stationer. gas 2 at 2 at 
atone Ss 0 Sempesanes Hotel, Queen’s rd, Hastings. Hutchinson and McKenna, 

re 


vie . oseph, Leicester, Tailor. July 2'at 2 at office of Oram and Co, New 
we cester 
liam ae, Thomas, Cardiff, Baker. July 16 at 11 at office of Cox, St Mary st, 
card 
Withers, George, Liverpool, Teacher of Phonography. July 18 at 3 at office af 
Woods Bavwards Gavtiny st, Livespeal Nurseryman. July 18 at 3 at office of 
Voods, Edw Cotting oO v Ss 
Summers, Manor s Kingston upon Hull 
Woodward, Coes enry, co, Cigar Merchant. sere S$ at office af 
ae and Co, King’s Arms yard, Coleman st. and Co, Alier 
manbury 








Tusspay, July 10, 1883. 
Barker, Andrew Hum Hume, York, Ticket Writer. July & at 1 at affice of Wilkinson, 
elen’s 

Bates, Afr Letoester, Hosiery Manufacturer. July 3 at 3 at affice of Buckby, 
Gallowtree gate, Leicester 

Belschner, hg and Oliver Trenchard, Hamsell st, Dealers in Pictures. July 
Wat 2 at 3, G a st. Cannon Terry, Cx st 

Berger, Wilhelm Charles, St Mary’s chbrs, St Mary Axu, Merchant. Aug lats 

at office of Bergtheil, West St Ansbury cireus 

Billin hurst, John, © Suarey, 5 i xi Victualler. July ® at 3 at affice 
of Ditton, Queen + ictoria 8 

— plasthew, Leeds, Clothier. July 33 at $3 at office of Brooke, Bast 
DAFACLO, LOE 

Brickel, W iam, Kenilworth ra, Old Ford, Trhaming Manufactarer, July Rat 
2 at affice af Dobson, Mine lng und 

Bromley, th Fits, Salop, Farmer, July & at 11 at office of Morris and Sens, 
Swan hill, Shrewsbury 

Bull, vole Bury St Edmunds, Grocer, ray kA at 12 at the Guildhall, Bury St 
Edmunds, 20n and Son, Bury St Edmunds 

Burne. Jane, oer Radnor, Innkeeper, ‘ wly 26 at 2 at Inns af Court Hotel, 


H 
Burre bert, Oxford “Machine Maken July ofice of Pilgriza, 
gered. Roker ey oth sna 
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B Amblecote, Stafford, Wood Turner. July 20 at 3 at office of Gould 
Lower Het st, Stourbridge F 5 


Carver. July 20 at 11 at office of Pitt, Nicholas st, 


Caddy, Michael, Ilverston, Lancaster, Joiner. July 23 at 11 at Temperance Hall, 

Ulverston. Pearson, Ulverston 
Kendal, Westmoreland, Builder. July 27 at 1 at {Board Room, 
omson and Wilson, 


a en 
Thomas, Fulbeck, Lincoln, Fellmonger. July 28 at 3 at office of Toynbee 


Linco 
» John, Ipswich, Builder. July 23 at 11 at office of Jackaman, 
Silent st, Ipswich ‘a 
Ea Neweastle upon Tyne, Solicitor. July 21 at 12 at office of Keenly- 
side and Co. St. John’s chambers, Grainger st West, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Clarke, Jay Henry, Albert Carter, and Townend, Hart, st, Warehouse- 
man. July 34 at 3 at Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Saxelby and Faulkner, 


Ironmonger lane 

Cole, Anna Maria, Andover, Southampton, Upholsterer. July 24 at 12 at White 
Hart Hotel, Andover. Footner, Andover 

Cooksley, James Henry, Whitchurch, Somerset, Farmer. July 20 at 2 at office 
of Sibly and Dickinson, Exchange West, Bristol 

Copeland, Peter, Biddulph, Stafford, Grocer. July 21 at 11 at office of Hollins- 
head and Moody, Tunstall 

Dwyre, John, Barnsley, York, Painter. July 28 at 3.30 qt office of Marshall and 
Ownsworth, Back Regent st, peng" 

Elliott, Henry, London Central Meat Market, Meat Salesman. July 25 at 12 at 
Inns of Court Hotel, Holborn. Hubbard, London Joint Stock Bank chmbrs, 
West Smithfield 

Evans, Enoch Hugh, Carmarthen, of no occupation. July 20 at 11 at office of 
Griffiths, St eg | st, Carmarthen 

Fawkes, William, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler. July 23 at 3 at office of Bart- 
lett and Berry, Dale st, Liverpoo 

Forster, George Thomas, Darlington, Stationer. July 25 at 3 at office of Wilkes 
and Wilkes, Northgate, Darlington 

Gardiner, Walter, Liverpool, Leather Merchant. July 20 at 1 at office of Car- 
ruthers, Lord st, Liverpool ‘ 

Goodman, Caleb, Burton on Trent, Stationer. July 21 at 12 at office of East and 
Smith, Old sq, Birmingham 


Josep! 











Gosheron, Edward, Drury lane, Licensed Victualler. July 27 at 3 at office of 


Montagu, Bucklersbury 3 
Greenwood, Ann Elizabeth, Highgate, Dealer in Jewelry. Aug 8 at 3 at office of 
oore, Crosby st, Bishopsgate st. Steinberg, Bread st, Cheapside 





Harrison, Edwin, Paddington st, Baker st, Watchmaker. July 20 at 3 at office | 


of Munton and Morris, Queen Victoria st 

Heap, George, jun, Northampton, Builder. July 24 at 12 at office of Hensman, 
St Giles’s st, Northampton 

Hillier, Orlando Withers, Wickwar, Gloucester, Yeoman. July 23 at 12 at office 
of Sibly and Dickinson, Exchange (West), Bristol 

Holland, Walter Johnson, Hulme, Veterinary Surgeon. July 23 at 3 at office of 
Garthwaite, Brazennose st, Manchester 

Haghe, J a, Liverpool, Boot Dealer. July 20 at 3 at office of Lupton, Sweeting 
st, Liverpoo! 

Jennings, Arthur Redmond, Norwich, Licensed Victualler. Aug 1 at 12 at office 
of Emerson, Rampant Horse st, Norwich 

Jones, Ellis James, Fore st, Wholesale Clothing Manufacturer. Aug 3 at 2 at 
Cannon st Hotel. Saxelby and Faulkner, Ironmonger lane 

Joslin, Alfred Benjamin, and Peter Leckie, Fenchurch st, Restaurateurs. July 
20 at 3.30 at office of Bryant, Philpot lane 

Kemp, Kate Andrews, Sittingbourne, Baker. July 23 at 2 at Bull Hotel, Rochester. 
Menpes, Maidstone _ 

King, Frederick James, Stapenhill, Game Dealer. July 18 at 12 at office of Wilson, 


Station st, Burton on Trent ; 
Glass Cutter. July 20 at 3 at office of Stokes and Hooper, 


Large, Samuel, Dudley, 
Priory st, Dudley 

Lee, James, North Tawton, Devon, Boot and Shoe Maker. July 27 at 11 at office 
of Southcott; Post Office st, Bedford circus, Exeter. Fulford, North Tawton 

McCallister, Alexander, Sheffield, Tailor. July 23 at3 at office of Weston and 
Postlethwaite, Park row, Leeds 

Manning, William, Nantwich, Chester, Grocer. July 24 at 1 at Royal Hotel, 

e, Martin, Nantwich 

Meredith, Jam: Birmingham, Flour Dealer. July 20at 3at office of Jaques, 

Temple row, B: ham 





‘Moss, Torqury, Devon, Chemist. July 20 at 11 at office 


har. 

of He and Wollen, Carlton House, ‘Torquay 

Milner, , George, Vincent st, Old st, Varnish and Polish Manufacturer. July 19 at 
8 at office oyd, Wormwood st 


James, Newcastle upon e, Dealer in Domestic Machines. July 27 
at 3 at office of Dix and Warlow, Northern Assurance bldgs, Collingwood st, 


Newcastle upon Tyne 
obberly, nr Knutsford, Chester, Farmer. July 26 at 2.30 at Angel 
Hotel, Knutsford. Fletcher, Northwich 
Moss, John, Saltburn by the Sea, York, Upholsterer. July 26 at 11 at office of 
Trotter and ley, High st, Stockton on Tees 
Marray, Thomas Edward, Seacombe, Chester, Architect. July 21 at 11 at office 
ot Carruthers, Lord st, Liverpool 
Nash, Horace, and John Goodman, Margate, Coal Merchants. July 30 at 3 at 1, 
Union crescent, Margate. Gibson, Margate 
Senior, Mary North, Barnsley, Eating house Keeper. July 23 at 11 at office of 
Marshall and Ownsworth, Back Regent st, Barnsley 
rick Manufacturer. July 26 at 3.40 at Bell 
Hotel, Sadlergate, Derby. Wilkins, Uttoxeter 
Palmer, Charles, Bi ham, Licensed Victualler. July 23 at 3 at office of 


Jaques, Temple row, a 
Parkes, George, New Kent rd, Theatrical Manager. July 20 at 12 at office of Hird, 
Walworth rd 


| 


| 
























Pearson, Thomas Barker, Swinton, York, Boot Dealer, July 24 at 7" 
Poe aha sheowsbary, Proviion Dealer. July 9 at et La Inn, Wy 
ce, John, on Dealer. a t 
Shrewsbury, Fallows, Bizesingham Ww “i Wrig 
Rishworth, William Clapham, Swartha Silsden, York, Worsted Spinner, . 
at 3’at office of Atkinson and Wilson, Tyrrel st, Bradford is 
lings, Richard, Swansea, Flour lly nad July 17 at 3 at Queen’ ’s Hotel, Nop. 
Sampson, Camborne, 


‘port, Mon, in lieu of place ori, named 
Sampson, William, and Thomas Humphre , 
Drapers. July 23 at 3 at office of Danieh and Thomas, Chapel st, Camborne 
Schroeder, Ferdinand Conrad Edward, Charterhouse bldgs, Goswell rd, P 
Merchant. July 25 at 2 at 145, Cheapside. Neave, Friday st, Cheapside 
Grocer. July 31 at 4 at innperial Otel, Alders 


Genre, ores Aldershot, 

Seliman, Aaron, Battle, Sussex, Grocer. J 

Soren Williaa 1 ee cial i pe Hg 

eit, Cardi. Hoseor, Pontyprid eS July 25 at 11 at office of oe : 

smith, ofce brs, Candi Gravelly Hill, Warwick, M te 
J uly 19 at 2 i office of Colmore, Paradise’ st, Bone ee Joe 

Smith, Joshua, Gawthorpe, nr Dewsbury, York, Grocer. July 23 at 11 at 8 





8 foe. Hotel, belree B -_ my bane gg <p i. 
wart, Thomas, and William Stewart, Hanley, Stafford, Ironmongers 
at 11 at North Western Hotel, Stafford. Paddock and Sons, Hanley : ale 


Taylor, Michael, Hexham, Northumberland, Ironmonger. J 23 , 
ne Lippe and tae Mower a tre ‘apott 1 Tynes di. 
erry, ose, Sheffield, Milliner. 18 at 3 at office of Queen 4 
Thtton 8 1, Bradford, York ‘ ee 
nornton, Samuel, Bradford, York, Commission Agent. Jul 
Institute, Picoagily, Bradford. Berry and Co, Bradfor aes... 
Trapnell, George William, Horfield, Gloucester, Dairyman. July 23 at 2 atdfh 
ot Sibly and Dickinson, Exchange West, Bristol ] 
Twittey, George, Moss Side, nr Manchester, Brush Maker. 
of Smith and Co, Brazennose st, Manchester 
Whittield, John, Longton, Stafford, Potter’s Overman. 
Kent, Chancery lane, Longton 
Whyley, George, Stamford, Lincoln, Fish Dealer. July 


July 20 at 3 ata 
July 20 at il at Office 
24 at 10 at office of lay 





























wn peg, Ww, 

ilkinson, Robert, Manchester, Warehouseman. J 5 

kinson, Queen’s chbrs, John Dalton st, eed wy 5 ot Sob ction I 

Woodhead, Joseph. York, Butcher. July 23 at 3 at office of Lodge, To 

were ine a : L, 4 pera 
orsley, James ward, Southport, Lancaster. J 5 : 

Market st, Bury. Whalley, Rcrinatin aan Wly 96 oh 806 Reehe . 
of] 
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SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 


Arti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 

Guaranteed Pure Soluble C:¢ a of the Finest Quality, 
with the excess of fat extracteu. 

The Facult; nee it ** he most nutritious, per- 
fectly digestible bev for Breakfast, L b or 
Supper, and inyaluable for Invalids and Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suite 
all palates, keeps better in all climates, and is fuur times 
the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED With 
starch, &c., and 1 REALITY CHEAPER than such Mixtures, 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful 

Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 

Cocoatina a La VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, 


Wati + 





and Desi 
nishing Kesidences, C 


Designs, &c. 





cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 
richer chocolate is prohibited, 
In tin packets at 1s. 6d.,3s., 58. 6d., &c., by Chemists 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. SCHWEITZER & CO 10, Adam-street, London, W.C | on reasonable terms 


ESTABLISHED 1825, 


HEWETSON, THEXTON, & PEART, 
MANUFACTURERS AND HOUSE FURNISHERS, 
200, 203, and 204, TOTTENHAM COURT ROAD, W. 


s submitted free for entirely Fur. 
bors, Offices, &c. 


—PAINTING, DECORATING, & HOUSE REPAIRS,— 





Carved Oak Furniture, Reproductions from Ancient 
Bedroom Furniture, including Bedstead and 
Bedding, from £7 10s. per set, 

THIRTY LARGE SHOW ROOMS, 


Hewetson, THEXTON, & Peart, 


200, 203, and 204, Tottenham Court-rosd, London, W, 
N.B.—Household Furniture Warehoused or Removed 






EDE AND SON, 
ROBE : DBR « Maxzii 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole o# 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London &¢, 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS? GOMMP 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEBN'S COUNSBL’D DiThs 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERSY oontic 
ESTABLISHED 1680, 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
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